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PROCEEDI NGS
[8:30 a.m]

MR, GRIMES: Thank you for coming to this License
Renewal Workshop. W're going to start off with
i ntroductory remarks by Sam Col lins, who will be our keynote
speaker for this workshop

Samis going to set the tone and the stage for us,
and then following Sam s introductory remarks, we al so have
openi ng remarks from Doug Wal ters of the Nucl ear Energy
Institute, and Dave Lochbaum of the Union of Concerned
Sci enti sts.

In addition to the agenda that's up here on the
screen right now, we've posted it outside the auditorium so
you' Il know when specific parts of the agenda are com ng
and you can plan accordingly.

So without any further ado, Sam Colli ns.

MR, COLLINS: Good norning

VO CES: Good norni ng.

MR COLLINS: 1'd like to wel cone everybody to
Rockville this norning. | can't talk about the Redskins,
refuse to do that.

And | can't talk about Dallas, even though | noved
up here fromRegion IV after seven years, because that's
verboten in this area.

So in honor of the Army Navy Gane, |'mgoing to
tell a Navy story. | think that's safe territory, at |east
for this year.

If you can envision one of the newest nucl ear

carriers that we have the luxury of having in this country,
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it's actually a part of the fleet that you may i magi ne out
there. The Stennis, | believe, is a recent ship that | have
had t he pl easure of being on

Conming into port after being at a | ong depl oynent,
headed in in the mddle of the night. O course, a ship
like the Stennis would have state-of-the-art electronic gear
and would normal ly have priority.

Unfortunately on this night Seanan Jones is on the
helm and if you've seen the wheel of one of these |arge
carriers, it's very interesting. The wheel is about this
bi g.

If you're famliar with nerchant ships or if any
of you are sailors, you know that the hel mwheel is usually
very large. It's all by wire on these ships, and that's an
i ndi cation of the technol ogy that's out there these days.

Wel |, Seaman Jones has the opportunity to | ook at
the screen, headed into port, and he notices that there's an
obstacle directly in the path of the plotted course of the
carrier.

And he raises the radio and tries to get in
contact with the contact, and acknow edges that he's Seanan
Smith and that they are on a carrier headed into port. They
have priority, and they would |ike for whatever this object
is to deviate its course so that they can proceed to
di spat ch.

There's a crackling sound, and Seaman Smith gets
on the radi o and he says, this is Seaman Snith and
acknow edge your contact. W request that you deviate from

course.
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Wl |, Seaman Jones doesn't know how to handl e
this, so he goes into the room |t happens to be a star
carrier, so it has an Admiral onboard as part of the fleet.

So the Admiral cones up into the bridge and gets
on the radio and says this is Admiral Jenkins. W have
priority; we're a very large nuclear carrier, we're comng
into port.

We request that you deviate fromcourse. There
was a crackling on the radio and the reply conmes back and
says, sir, with all due respect, this is Seaman Snith of the
U S. Coast CGuard, we request that you devi ate course.

The Admiral has had enough of this. He says,
we're a flag ship, we're a carrier, we're headed in after a
long tine at sea, and we denmand that you devi ate course.

There was a | ong pause, and it conmes back, sir,
with all due respect, we request you deviate course, we're a
I i ght house.

[ Laught er.]

MR, COLLINS: So what you have to realize -- and
by way of talking today's discussion, is that it's inportant
to know where you are and what's in your course, and what
your obstacles are.

And | think sonme of what's going to be discussed
today is along that sane vein. W have the opportunity to
hear fromtwo ot her stakeholders, NEI and UCS, and what |'d
like to inmpart on you is that it's inportant that we listen
to each other today, and that we weigh the views and that we
nove forward.

Alittle bit about what I'mgoing to discuss in a
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short tinme today is: Defining success; as you know, the
Nucl ear Regul at ory Conmi ssion has enbarked on a pl anni ng,
budgeti ng, and performance neasuring process whi ch has taken
up a significant anount of our staff tine.

It's an inportant effort, and it's worth that
time, but it puts us in a different place than we were two
years ago. W now are able to nuch extent, and we'l
i mprove, but to a large extent we're able to neasure our
products, we're able to forecast our expenditures, and we
are planni ng our work.

Li cense renewal is a big product |line for us.
It's one of our core products. W have approxi mately 49
FTE, which is individual work enployees for a full year
what we call an FTE, and $2 mllion dedicated to this
effort.

When you | ook at the spectrum of our
responsibilities, this is just one of our product |ines, but
we' re tal ki ng about nine percent and close to -- nine
percent of our FTE budget, and approxi mately 20 percent of
our contact fees.

So that gives you an indication of where this
effort sits on our priorities and the anmount of resources,
which is tine, people and noney, that we're spending on its
devel opnent.

We currently have two renewal applications, and
I'"msure that nost of you here are aware that in 1998, we
stared on the Calvert diffs Plant in Maryland, and Cconee
facility in South Carolina that conprises five units.

There are 13 other plants that have formally
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announced their intent to submt for licensing renewal.

We understand that approxi mately 80 percent of the
fleet is pursuing and/or interested in license renewal. So,
if you can envision the product line that we have in the
future, you know that this will take a | arge anmount of our
resources, and the process needs to be predictable, and it
needs to be successful

The prospects of a deregul ated el ectrical narket
are, in fact, changi ng our budget assunptions. A year ago
or two years ago, we were budgi ng one plant shutdown per
year.

And today, we have changed that budget assunption
and we are not budgeting for a plant shutdown per year
Now, that doesn't forecast the future for the industry, and
there are certainly a ot of variables out there that can
result in a plant shutdown, but as far as a prediction of
where to expend our resources, we're now noving the
resources from plant decomi ssioning to |license renewal .

That's a result of a deregulated electric
environnent and a difference in conpetition. How |long that
will last is a matter of what we see in the crystal ball as
we each |l ook into that.

But clearly over the past year, our budget
assunptions have changed. So this is going to be a tinely
neeti ng.

VWhat are we going to talk about here? W're going
to tal k about the devel opnent of generic aging | essons
learned. | think Chris started the GALL report acronym and

maybe as a result of today, we can think of a better one,

10
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but | believe it is an inportant effort.

The Conmi ssion anended the regulations to include
safety requirenents for |icense renewal for power reactors
in Part 54. Those regul ations described a process to
identify a set of structures and conponents that nust be
subj ected to an agi ng nanagenent review which is a basis for
granting a renewed operating license for a total of a
60-year term

The focus of the workshop today will be the
adequacy of the existing prograns to effectively nanage
aging effects, with a scope of passive structures and
conponents described in Part 54.

As we | ook at operating experience, day-to-day,
every norning we have a neeting at 7:45 at the EDO Dr. Bill
Travers attends, we | ook at the operating experience for the
fleet for the past 24 hours and over the weekend that covers
t he weekend peri od.

We have a group that's dedicated to | ooking at
plants in the short term and at generic reviews in the |ong
term

There are day-to-day activities that are
considered for license renewal inplications. Wat are
t hose?

Agi ng of conponents; aging of cables; certain
structural aging effects; all of those are considered
day-t o- day.

We know t hat you nmay have ot her concerns about
i cense renewal, including disposal of high-level waste,

nmai nt enance of the licensing basis, spent fuel storage,



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

AN

R
LE

envi ronnent al inpacts addressed under Part 51, and broad
concerns about safety and regul atory burdens.

W'l try to concentrate the dial ogue today on
agi ng managenent prograns, but we will continue to provide
forunms to discuss those other inportant areas.

Earlier this year, the Comni ssion addressed a
fundanmental issue to the extent of |icensing renewal review
in response to an issue entitled Credit for Existing
Prograns for License Renewal. That's under Conmi ssion paper
SECY 99- 148.

In response to that issue, the Conmm ssion directed
the staff to develop a report on the aging | essons that
woul d clearly identify the program needs to be augnented to
ensure that they can adequately manage the effects for the
st andard peri od.

Today's neeting is just a part of the success in
that endeavor. This will be an initial attenpt to get
f eedback on how we're proceeding with the devel opnent of
generi c agi ng | essons.

As we nove forward, it's inportant, | think, to
define success for this neeting. As we go around the table,
t hose of you who are observers today, hopefully nany of you
will participate, have in your own nmind, what do | need to
know by the tinme | |eave the neeting today? How woul d
define success for the period?

This is a fairly resource-intensive neeting. Look
around the room we have nany staff dedi cated here, and we
have representatives fromthe industry, certainly. Looking

at the sign-in sheet, | know we have other interested

12
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citizens, as well as individuals who are part of the
i ndustry in one form or another

| woul d hope that each of you has in your own
m nd, an definition of success, and your participation to

day can nmake that cone to fruition

The overriding goals of the NRC have been defi ned.

If you | ook at our strategic plan, we have four outcone
neasures that we currently operate by: Mintaining safety;
i ncreasing public confidence; increasing the effectiveness,
efficiency and realismof our decisionnaking;, and reducing
unnecessary burden

Each of those applies in a manner to the
di scussi ons today. There should be no argunent on the
priority of maintaining safety.

Safety will be served in the |license renewa
process by ensuring that the progranms, procedures and
practices in use to nonitor and naintain plant systens wll
adequately identify and correct the degradati on caused by
aging. That's the benchmark.

The others are a little nmore difficult. Public
confidence: This neeting is an exanple of the attenpt to
get interested individuals involved in the process.

Public confidence is nore a natter of where you
sit, than it is a matter of defining success ahead of tine.
Participation is clearly a significant factor in inproving
public confidence. Being responsive as an Agency is also a
neans of success.

In the area of reduci ng unnecessary burden, it's

i mportant to naintain a balance; that bal ance being that the

13
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rules and regul ations that are put forward and t he gui dance
that conmes about as a result of the neeting today, needs to
provide for a level playing field.

It needs to be predictable, scrutable, and clear
whi | e mai ntaining safety.

| woul d hope that the neeting today woul d
acconplish the goals put forward. | would hope that each of
us would feel the need and the willingness to participate,
and | would hope that at the end of the neeting, that you
have net, at least in part, your definition of success as
you sit and as you choose to define it.

I wish you luck today. | will be here for the
opening comrents, and |'mable to respond to questions at
this tinme. Thank you.

Questions? | know David has a question? No?
Letting nme of f easy? Any questions outside of License
Renewal ?

[ Laughter.]

MR, ELLIOIT: Yes, | have a question. D d the
Admi ral give away the ship?

[ Laught er.]

MR, COLLINS: |I'mgoing to have to say yes because
the Stennis is still around. That was a good question
t hough.

Ckay, good | uck.

MR, GRIMES: Thank you, Sam The next openi ng
remarks are going to be by Doug Walters fromthe Nucl ear
Energy Institute.

MR, WALTERS: Thank you, Chris. That's a tough

14



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

AN

R
LE

15
act to follow I'msorry | don't have any -- | can't talk
about the Redskins, either, because it was a disnmal weekend
for them

My nane is Doug Walters with the Nucl ear Energy
Institute. W certainly appreciate the opportunity to be
here today, and there is a nunber of utility fol ks around
the table that participate on our task forces and working
groups, and they will be nore than wiling, |'msure, to
provi de i nput as we go through the day.

I'"d like to start off with and pick up on
sonet hing that Sam Collins nentioned, and that is GALL is
really an outgrowth of a policy issue that we had earlier
this summer on credit for existing prograns.

And 1'd Iike to go back to that for just a minute
and highlight a fewthings that were said in the
Conmi ssion's vote sheets when they directed the staff to
nove forward with GALL.

One observation is -- and these are quotes, "The
objective of the Staff's review of existing prograns nmust be
to determ ne whether the detrinmental effects of aging are
adequately managed. This does not nean that the |license
renewal review should reaffirmthe adequacy of the current
i censing basis."

Anot her observation: "For those existing prograns
not requiring nodification during the extended period of
operation, the applicants can use the GALL report and shoul d
only be required to provide the necessary and sufficient
descriptions of their existing prograns, including how the

prograns will manage those effects.”
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And lastly, "GALL will docunent the basis on which
exi sting prograns are found adequate for |icense renewal and
prescribed attributes fromsuch prograns. Wat is not clear
is the process by which these attributes will be derived,
what process controls will be used to prevent attribute
creep, or attribute shrink, and how stakehol der
di sagreenents over the scope of these attributes will be
resol ved. "

And | think those are sone inportant remarks from
the Conmi ssioners, and | think we certainly share those. |
think today is the first step in addressing sone of those
concerns, and while the focus of the workshop today is
specifically on prograns, | think we need to be nindful of
t hese ot her objectives.

Qur view, or the industry's view on existing
progranms, | think is well docunented and fairly clear. But
| wanted to reaffirmthat it's not our position that for
license renewal, you nerely say | have a program and
therefore -- and it exists today, and therefore it's
adequat e.

W think if GALL is done properly it will go a
| ong way toward maki ng renewal predictable and stable, as
Sam Col I i ns nentioned. Now, done properly, | think nmeans
different things to the different stakeholders. To us it
nmeans applying discipline to the process, nmaking certain
t hat enhancenents are truly necessary for managi ng agi ng.

We shoul dn't have enhancenents to prograns because
sonmebody has got their own agenda about the adequacy or

i nadequacy of the program and | think that we go through

16
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GALL, if there is a yes in the colum that says further
eval uation needed, there needs to be a well docunented basis
as to why that is so.

Done properly al so neans that, at least in our
view, the starting point for the review of any existing
program should be that it is already adequate. That is what
we believe the principles of Iicense renewal provided us.

And, as | said, the basis for the enhancenent should be well
docunent ed.

Done properly al so neans we need a thorough
review. W need all the stakeholders involved in the review
of the GALL report. And, again, this workshop is a good
start at that, and |I think the NRC deserves a lot of credit
for scheduling as quickly as they did and getting the report
done as quickly as they did.

Al so, done properly neans that it can be used and
is useful. | think that is still a little unclear how we
are going to integrate what cones out of GALL into other
activities. And | would also offer that we certainly see
that there would be a benefit to the NRC staff reviewers
with GALL, but | think there has got to be a benefit to the
applicants as well, and we need to be nindful of that.

And, finally, | think we should not sacrifice the
quality of the GALL for schedule. W ought to take the tine
that is needed to review it and do the review properly, and
nmake sure that we can put out the best product as possible.

In closing, | think that leads to what is the rea
purpose of GALL. W think the purpose is to identify where

aging effects on the structures and conponents that are in

17
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the scope of renewal are not adequately nanaged by existing
CLB progranms, that should be the focus. W shouldn't be
goi ng back and revisiting what we do today. And GALL should
al so have an objective of focusing on identifying the deltas
in the COB.

Wth that, that concludes ny formal coments.
Agai n, we thank the NRC for having the workshop and we | ook
forward to working with all the stakeholders to get to a
final product. | don't knowif there is any questions, but
if there are, | would be happy to address those at this
time. Thank you.

MR, GRIMES: Any questions for Doug?

[ No response.]

MR GRIMES: | don't think group has yet wakened.
Al right. Wll, if there are no questions for Doug, then
our next speaker is going to be Dave Lochbaum fromthe Union
of Concerned Scientists. Dave.

MR, LOCHBAUM  Good norning, ny nane is David
Lochbaum wi th the Uni on of Concerned Scientists. | have
sonme slides and some handouts that | will -- it was
suggested | don't pass themout in advance, but | wll be
able to give away at breaks and at |unch until they go away.

We are here today to di scuss agi ng nmanagenent .
Of to a good start. | nmean to bring a slide turner and a
pianist, but | had trouble with both. Slide 2, please. W
see currently, in the 15 mnutes we were allotted, two
probl em areas, the first being that the current NRC staff
position on aging seens to be based on three questionabl e

assunptions. Three was just the nunber | could conme up with
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for 15 minutes, we actually think it is longer than that,
but these are the top three.

The second problemarea is we think the -- M.

Col lins' opening remarks tal ked about bal ance. W think the
current NRC staff approach is one-directional and is not

bal anced. | would like to give sonme exanpl es of why we
think that.

Slide 3. One of the assunptions -- the inpression
we go fromreading the GALL report was that there is a | ot
of assunptions nade |ike this one, quote, "being al
conponents in the steamturbine systemor classified as
Goup D quality standards.” There is a lot of statenments
like this about GALLs and NUREGs, this or that, taking care
of certain errors. And there has been -- it is not clear to
us that any effort has been nade to ensure that these are
boundi ng statenents. They seemto be sinplifying statenments
to reduce the level of effort. Unless they are bounding
statements, there is no reason to pursue on this path.

Slide 4. The second assunption was there seens to
be a lot of credit in there, in the GALL report for things
like this, while no requirenent currently exists for such a
program in this case the electrical bus inspection program
peri odi ¢ visual inspection of electrical buses is a
potential nethod of nmanagi ng agi ng degradation for these
conponents. That statenment, with different conments in the
brackets, applies all the way through the program

The GALL report either needs to say we need to do
this or we don't need to do this. These kind of statenents

I think just confuse the issue. So it either needs to be a
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requi renent or not need to be a requirenent. This needs to
go away.

Slide 5. And the biggest conment, or problem
assunption we see is the issue of boilerplate. Section
54.29, the conditions under which the Conmi ssion issues the
license renewal, states, part of it -- there is a bunch of
things that have to be done, and then with all that being
done, there is reasonable assurance that the activities
aut hori zed by the renewed license will continue to be
conducted in accordance with the CLB, which | | ooked up
stands for Current Licensing Basis. That was issued on May
8th, 1995.

Slide 6. On Cctober 9th, 1996, the NRC sent a
letter to every plant owner in the country except MII stone,
that said these words, and | won't read the whol e thing, but
one of the things it found was that the NRC staff found that
sonme |licensees were failing to appropriately naintain or
adhere to the plant design bases, appropriately maintain or
adhere to the plant |icensing basis, which seens to
underni ne the assunption made in the license renewal rule.

Slide 7. There is further data that this
assunption may not be good and that sone of it exists in our
report issued in June of 1998. W |ooked at the Cal vert
Adiffs plant from January of 1997 to March of 1998 and found
that 25 percent of the problens that were reported by the
pl ant owner and the NRC i nvol ved design error. That is not
our characterization of the issues, that is what the NRC and
the plant owner said. W just added them up and divi ded by

the total number. So that gave us 25 percent.
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Public Gtizen, in a report issued in August of
this year, |ooked at over 500 instances of plant owners
reporting that they were outside design basis. There is
some overlap because Calvert diffs is in that universe, but
not entirely. So all of these were reported after the My
1995 license renewal rule.

Slide 8. So, basically, the 1995 |icense renewa
rul e assumed that the current licensing basis, and | will
expand it to include design basis, is being net at operating
plants. The data since that rule has conme out shows that
t hese assunptions are not very valid. So if there is
| essons to be learned, we think that it is the design and
l'icense can't be assumed to be sacrosanct.

Slide 9. Turning to what we feel is the lack of
bal ance in the approach so far, there is two exanples we
will throwout. One of themhas to do with this statenent,
somewhere, page 5 or 6, A-6, there are sonme words about
electrical cable failures and there is data on how nany
there have been and what caused them and whatnot. But,
basically, the staff concluded that nost of the failures are
detected by operation of the conponent. Relatively few are
detected by nai ntenance or surveillance. So that was the
NRC staff's finding in this area. And this also, this
finding also applies to things other than cable failures,
but this was the exanple we picked.

At the sane tinme as the |icense renewal is going
forward, the staff is in the effort of nmeeting the fourth
goal of reducing burden. It is reducing the testing

interval for a lot of equipnent, through standard tech specs



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

AN
N
R
LE

and al so the individual |icense amendnents.

We feel that since aging is known to cause bad
cabl es and bad cabl es can only be detected by operating
equi pnrent, sonehow |icense renewal and these efforts to
reduce testing frequency seemto be contradictory. One or
t he other should go forward, perhaps not both.

On Slide 10 there is another exanple of what we
feel is the lack of balance. It appears to us that the GALL
report is an attenpt to first look at the whole definition
of what is to be considered under the concepts of Part 54
and to reduce that based on | essons |learned fromthe first
two plants and other activities. It doesn't appear to us,
fromlooking through this report and the associ ated data, or
docunents, that there is an effort to expand that scope
based on any |l essons learned. It all seens to be to reduce
t he scope.

And the concept of mmintaining the safety, the
first of the NRC s four goals, it looks |ike there ought to
be, at |east on paper, sone nechani smfor doing that.

Whet her it actually ever happens or not is another thing,

but at |east on paper, there needs to be a mechanismfor
saying that there is the potential for finding sonething
that caused you to consider whether that needs to be
expanded, even perhaps to sone plants that have al ready been
granted license renewal, and we don't see any indication
that that is happening are included.

Slide 11, the last slide. | guess the
reconmendati ons we woul d have woul d be that the one size

fits all approach shouldn't be used unless it is proven to
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be bounding. W don't see that that kind of analysis has
been done, or that this conclusion has been reached.

Second, we think that no credit shoul d be given
for prograns which do not exist. W are not going to agree
or disagree that they could be successful, but the fact is
that they are not there.

The third reconmendation is given a priority
because we think that is the nobst inportant, and that is
that penalties should be very harsh for |icensees that fai
to conformto the conditions of their license. That has not
been the case in the past.

Sone of the data we didn't include in this report
was 1997, where D.C. Cook and Vernmont Yankee, and a nunber
of other plants had architect-engineer inspections and there
were some very serious deficiencies found at these plants.
And they had to fix the problens, which is a given. | nean
that should -- at |least we hope that continues to be a
given. But there was very little regulatory consequence
fromthemviolating their license for as |Iong as they did,
and we were concerned that that |lack of penalty for not --
for Iicensees not neeting their obligations of their
licenses, if it continues forward in the license renewal, it
is just totally inproper.

The fourth recomrendation is that |icense renewal
shoul d not proceed in a vacuum And what we nean there is
that there is other NRC prograns going on that should be
| ooked at to see if they are consistent with the goal s of
license renewal. The exanple we gave was reducing testing

frequency. There are others, but we don't see a | ot of
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integration of this effort in with other NRC activities, the
product line that M. Collins referred to.

And the | ast recommendati ons, we think the
findings should trigger, or at |east on paper, trigger an
extent of condition evaluation to see if the scope naybe
shoul d be increased or that the decision should be reviewed.
Thank you. | will take any questions if there any.

MR CGRIMES: Are there any questions for Dave?

[ No response.]

MR CGRIMES: Well, | amsure we will get sone

guestions for Dave as the day progresses.

MR, LOCHBAUM | studied state capitals |ast
ni ght.

MR GRIMES: The next itemon the agenda is for
to talk. It just occurred to ne, | haven't introduced
nmysel f. Maybe that was a presunption on ny part. | am
Chris Gimes, | amthe Chief of the License Renewal and

St andardi zati on Branch. And | amgoing to start off by
tal ki ng about the nost inportant matters. The bathroons are
on the opposite side of the atrium A nunber of other

adm ni strative actions, please be confortable. |I|f you need
to excuse yourself, go right ahead, we are going to press
forward today and try and stay on schedul e.

There will be two breaks, we will have a norning
break and an afternoon break, and then we will break at
lunch. | apologize for the weat her, which nmeans that we
m ght increase the constituents here in the cafeteria. For
t hose of you who are visitors, there is a way that can go up

in the elevator and go to the cafeteria and get back, so

24
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there is a security guard upstairs to allow you to get back
and forth to the facilities.

The neeting is being transcribed, and that is so
we can go back after this neeting and gather these coments,
and col l ect them and evaluate themand try and anal yze them
and decide how that we can use all the feedback that we get
today to inprove our plan and to address our stakehol ders

concerns.

We are not going to have handouts. There will be

copies of the GALL report and we encourage you to pick up a
copy when you |leave, but | didn't want you fiddling with
paper and reading the GALL report, because we woul d prefer
that you contribute to the dial ogue and concentrate on
conmrenting on the particular issues that we are trying to

addr ess.

| hope that everyone will speak, but we don't want

you to speak all at once. So in ny role as the |ead
facilitator and the noderator, if you have a coment or
guestion, please don't interrupt the speaker. Let the
speaker finish their remarks, and then if you want to
commrent or ask a question of a speaker, for those of you
sitting at the table, if you will put your nane tents up
then | will call on you in turn so that we can have sone
order to the way that the comments are being made. Pl ease
be courteous.

My job will be to keep us on schedul e, because
these facilities are being used this evening by
Congresswonman Morella and so we need to adjourn pronptly at

5:00 so that the staff can rearrange the roomin preparation
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for the eveni ng session.

W want to cover as many agi ng managenent prograns
as possible. If I feel like we have dwelled on one program
to the exclusion of the possibility of bringing up other
prograns, then | may ask the speaker to sunmarize and try
and nove on to another topic area.

For those of you who are speaking fromthe table,

there are mcrophones around, but you may have to ask your
nei ghbor to pass the nicrophone over to you. W also
encourage the people in the audi ence to speak as well.
There are standing mkes on either side, and if you want to
speak, you don't have a nane tent to put up, but if you wll
just walk up to the m crophone, then you will get your turn
as well.

Could | have the -- oh, the purpose slide is up
there. The purpose of this workshop, as has been nenti oned,
I want to enphasize this is for us to gather feedback from
our stakehol ders on which agi ng managenent prograns need to
be augnented for renewal, and which are considered to be
adequate as they are currently being inplenented.

Dave and Doug both identified a challenge in that
regard. W need to identify programattributes and, also,
the way in which our expectations about how those prograns
are going to be inplenented. Those need to be clearly
recorded in terns of what conditions they inmpose on |icenses
for the future.

Dependi ng on how you count, there are sonmewhere
bet ween 10 and 40 percent of the prograns that are expected

to be referred to for license renewal that need to be
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nodi fied or created in sone way, and that is based on the
limted experience that we have had so far fromthe first
two |icense renewal applications.

Qur purpose in the GALL report is try and catal og,
with as broad a consensus as possible, the expectations for
the attributes of effective agi ng managenent prograns, and
those attributes woul d then becone a standard by whi ch we
woul d judge the acceptability of particular plant-specific
pr ogr ans.

If you pay close attention to the agenda, GALL is
divided into three parts. Nobody got it. It seens |like
amthe only one who paid that close attention in history
class. Despite the historical significance, these were
natural groupings that cane out of the NEI explanation about
concern about credit for existing prograns. W sinply
di vided the prograns into a regulatory practice grouping,
those that are required by regulations, those that have
evol ved from pl ant operating experience, and those that are
general practice prograns that apply to nore than just the
nucl ear industry.

Dr. SamLee is going to describe our vision of the
GALL report, the Standard Review Plan and how it mi ght be
referenced, the Regul atory Qui de and the expectations for
changes to the Industry Quide, NEI 9510, as well as the
groupi ngs of these prograns, the typical attributes of aging
managenent programs. And we encourage you to comment on
t hose franework aspects as well.

If you have comments on the groupings or the way

that we envision developing GALL, and | can't take credit
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for creating it. Actually, mnmy predecessor cane up with the
first Generic Aging Lessons Learned when we catal ogued agi ng
effects in NUREG CR-6490. | always get the nunber wong.

But it was al so sunmarized in NUREG 1557. So GALL predated
us, but the concept that there will be Generic Aging Lessons
Learned is probably one that we will carry forward in the
future.

For the particular sessions on the groupi ngs of
prograns, we have staff who have volunteered -- sort of
vol unteered, to serve as facilitators. Barry Elliot, who is
going to lead the first group. Stephanie Coffin is going to
| ead the second group. Both Barry and Stephanie are from
our Materials and Chenical Engi neering Branch. And the
third group on the general prograns is going to be |ed by
Jit Vora, who is fromour Ofice of Research. And this also
denonstrates that this is a cross-agency effort. W are
bei ng supported very well by the Ofice of Research, by the
regions in reflecting on this experience and devel opi ng
i mprovenents for the processes that we are trying to
devel op.

Could | have the schedul e slide, please?

As Sam nmentioned, this is an early outreach
attenpt to get feedback from our stakehol ders in our
devel opnent of generic aging | essons |earned and revi sed
gui dance for the conduct of a |license renewal review

In August of 2000 we expect to issue revised
generic aging lessons learned in a Standard Revi ew Pl an and
a Regulatory Guide in order to solicit formal coments on

t hose documents.
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In Septenber of 2000 we will hold a public neeting
to discuss this topic further and to see what kind of
progress we have made or what issues have now conme into
focus.

In Novenber of 2000 we will hold a Conmi ssion
neeting and we will sumarize the feedback that we have
gotten from even before today throughout the devel opnent of
t he generic aging | essons |earned, Standard Review Plan and
the Reg Qi de.

In February of 2001 we are going to have an ACRS
neeting and we are going to talk to the ACRS about our
experi ence and what issues were rai sed, what feedback we got
and we are going to get feedback fromthe Advisory Comittee
on Reactor Safeguards before the Commission is asked to nake
a final decision on the acceptability of GALL and the review
gui dances.

Then followi ng that we were asked by the
Conmi ssion to devel op sonme reconmmendati ons on rul emaking in
order to revise the rules where appropriate, in order to
refl ect on the experience and the | essons that we | earned
fromthe inproved gui dance

In May, 2001 we schedul ed a public neeting to
di scuss rul enaki ng possibilities. As Sam nmentioned, our
purpose today is to try and focus on conmments and feedback
related to how prograns need to be augnmented for the purpose
of license renewal or how they might be considered adequate,
but any conments that you have about the |icense renewal
process, about the devel opnent of the gui dance, about

rel ated i ssues you, can give those to us at any tine.
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Li cense renewal has a separate part of the NRC web page and
there is a place there that you can | eave comments for us if
you want, or you can send ne the comments directly. W
woul d |ike as much feedback as we can so that we nake sure
that our process clearly reflects the interests of all of
our stakehol ders.

So those are the essential ground-rules and
expectations for today. Are there any questions about what

we want and hope to acconplish? M. VWalters?

MR, WALTERS: Yes. G ven your stated purpose, and

the fact that GALL at least is drafted and we are going to
get copies of that, to the extent that you woul d get
f eedback today that sonehow would alter what is in GALL, are
you going to tal k about how you are going to deal with that?
MR GRIMES: Actually we anticipated that after
today' s session what we would do is we would step back and
we woul d | ook across all of the comments, and the nature of
the comments, and then we would use that feedback in order
to decide what the next steps should be and where to go with
the comments. Depending on the feedback that we get, we
nm ght decide that we want to go for a different format or
reorgani ze it conpletely, so we are going to try and stay
f1 exi bl e.
| realize that that also offers sone uncertainty,
but as soon as we can reflect on the comments and deci de
what the next steps should be the schedul e provides
basically the overall framework and we woul d expect that
after today's session that we would fill in sone nore detai

on these plans because we want to try and establish a scope
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of effort that is going to be achievable as well as
responsive to all the comments that we get.

Yes, Dave?

MR, LOCHBAUM Based on the schedul e you have up
there, have you given any consideration to not taking any
new applications until you figure out what the rules are
going to be?

MR CGRIMES: No, we really haven't. W felt that
t he guidance that we had in the Standard Revi ew Pl an that
was criticized by NEl in terms of the lack of credit for
existing prograns it worked reasonably well in the first two
applications and that we are now tal king about details of
prograns where it is nore of efficiency/effectiveness
i mprovenents in the process, but we have not considered a

noratoriumon |icense renewal

MR, LOCHBAUM If you are confident with that, why

do this? It seems it would be a waste of resources.

MR GRIMES: W believe that these are the best
way to apply resources in terns of gathering this feedback
and inproving on the process. W don't feel like the effort
that we put in on the first two applications was a failure
in any way. W think that we are tal ki ng about mnaki ng an
i mprovenent in that process, and al so focusing our feedback
internms of being able to nore clearly articulate the basis
for our findings and how we are proceeding with these
licensing actions for the future.

Any ot her comments or questions about the purpose
of today's session or howit is going to be conducted?

[ No response.]
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MR GRIMES: |If not, then the next speaker is
going to be Dr. SamLee. Samis the principal author and
coordi nator for the Standard Review Plan and the GALL
activities. He is going to describe our vision of how these
reports are bei ng devel oped and how we are going to feed the
experi ence back into their inprovenent.

DR LEE: | amgoing to start with the background
and overview. The first slide here shows that the |icense
renewal is focused on managi ng agi ng of |ong-1ived passive
structures and conponents that are within the scope for
i cense renewal .

In the initial applications, which are the Cal vert
diffs and Cconee applications, those applications indicated
that nost of the prograns relied on nmanagi ng agi ng for
license renewal are existing prograns and these led NG to
submt a letter which is the credit for existing prograns.
Next slide, please.

The issue is to what extent should the Staff
revi ew exi sting prograns relied on by an applicant to manage
aging for license renewal.

NEI's point is that existing prograns are subject
to the current regul atory oversight, so what was the purpose
of the license renewal review? So we agree that this is a
policy issue and this was evaluated to the Conm ssion for
decision and the Staff prepared a SECY paper that Sam
Collins mentioned earlier, SECY 99-148. |In there the Staff
di scussed options and described the rule requirenent the way
we understand it and ask for Conm ssion direction. May |

have the next slide?
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W briefed the Conmission and as a result the
Conmi ssion directed the Staff to wite a Staff Requirenments
Menorandum to focus the revi ew gui dance in the Standard
Revi ew Pl an for license renewal only on areas where existing
prograns shoul d be augnent ed.

To achieve that the Conmmi ssion directed the Staff
to prepare the Generic Aging Lessons Learned, the GALL
report, which is a generic eval uation of existing prograns
to identify the deltas or where the holes are so we can
focus in SRP. W had to develop the SRP and the Reg Guide
and one of the inportant features in the SRM was stakehol der
i nvol venent. The Conmi ssion really wanted stakehol der
i nvol venent in devel opi ng this guidance docunent and we had
to brief the Conmi ssion on public comments and seek
Conmi ssi on approval on publication of this guidance
docurent .

As Chris nentioned earlier | guess on the
schedul e, these activities are schedul ed now for next year
for the Comm ssion briefing and al so the Conmi ssion want ed
the Staff to return with sone recomendati on for rul enaking
to revise the rules to inprove the |icense renewal process.
That includes addressing the credit for existing prograns.
After we have done some nore additional, we wll.

Chris has a very aggressive schedule and we are
here to try to achieve that. The next slide there talks
about the GALL report in nore detail. GALL is a generic
eval uation of existing programs and they docunent a
techni cal basis when a programis found adequate to manage

aging for license renewal w thout change, and we al so point
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34
out areas where the program needs to be augnented for
i cense renewal .

The GALL report is built on a previous report
which is NUREG CR-6490 and | will go into that inalittle
nore detail and the GALL report reviews the aging effects,
identifies the existing program and then it goes into an
eval uation of the programattributes to manage agi ng and the
reconmmendat i on.

Here is the first copy of the GALL report. It is
a pretty hefty docunment and it was prepared by the Argonne
and Brookhaven National Labs under contract w th NRC and
this version has incorporated the comments fromthe Staff
who have reviewed it -- the Calvert diffs and Oconee
application -- and as Chris nentioned early on, you will be
able to pick up a copy of this on your way out at the end of
t oday' s wor kshop

W are making this first cut of the draft GALL
report publicly available in an attenpt to get early
st akehol der invol venent, even though our schedule is to
i ssue the draft GALL for official public coment next
August. The idea is to engage the stakeholders early so we
can start considering the conments and hopefully we will
nove closer to the target by the tinme we issue it in August.
Can | have the next slide?

Here is the NUREG CR-6490. This the previous GALL
report which is an extensive and systematic conpilation of
plant aging information. Their focus is nostly on aging
effects. It is based on a review of a |large nunber of

exi sting docunents and is based on the Nucl ear Plant Aging
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Research (NPAR) program This is a significant research
program sponsored by the Ofice of Research. It was
conducted over a ten year period and involved five Nationa
Labs and they produced over 150 NUREG reports, | think. The
focus is on plant aging.

They al so i ncluded the NUMARC, which is now NEl,
i ndustry report on addressi ng agi ng nanagenent on ngj or
pl ant equi prent for license renewal. This is the sanme
report that the Staff was reviewing at the tinme we were
asked to revise the rule back in '95.

It also included operating experience, such as the
LERs and generic comunications and now the Staff is
extending this GALL report into the evaluation, the
identified existing programand eval uation of the attributes
of the programand that is what this current effort is. My
| have the next slide?

This is the Standard Review Plant for License
Renewal , the SRP. The purpose of the SRP is to provide
gui dance to the Staff on howto review a |icense renewal
application. As indicated in the Commi ssion SRMwe are to
revise the SRP to focus the review on areas where existing
prograns shoul d be augnmented for |icense renewal.

The GALL report becones a technical basis docunent
for the SRP on the evaluation of the existing programs. W
still have to develop the tenplate or nethodol ogy to
i ncorporate the GALL report into the SRP. For exanple, if
the GALL report says a programis adequate w thout change,
how woul d the SRP characterize that in terns of providing

gui dance to the Staff? How nmuch should the Staff review?
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Those details need to be worked out. | guess NEI will
mention that this is an inportant area we need to work out
because this also influences how nuch information the
applicant has to subnit in the application

Also, if an area needs to be augnented, we stil
need to devel op guidance in terns of what are acceptable
nmet hods to augnent existing prograns.

In this SRP we al so incorporate | essons |earned
froml| guess the Calvert Cdiffs and Cconee applications and
rul e inplenentation experience and also to i nprove the
Iicense renewal process we have agreed with NEI on a
standard format of a license renewal application, so we wll
start standardi zing applications. 1In the SRP we conformto
the standard format. They'll have the Staff review Wen
an application cones in, we can divide the application up
and go directly to the correspondi ng section in the
SRP to do our review Okay, may | have the next slide,
pl ease?

An inportant docunent is the Reg Guide for license
renewal . NEI has devel oped industry gui dance on
i mpl enenting the license renewal rule. That is NEl 95-10.
They started with previously issued draft Reg Guide to
endorse NEI 95-10. NEI is now revising 95-10 to incorporate
| essons | earned and the Staff plans on review ng the revised
95-10 for endorsenent in the Reg Guide

Now | will go into nore detail of the franmework of
the GALL report. This GALL report is the table of contents
and two other chapters have been rel eased earlier and those

are the steam and power conversion and the el ectrica
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conponent s.

The GALL report is set up based on the structures,
systems and conponents and as Davi d Lochbaum and the Uni on
of Concerned Scientists read sone of the chapters they
al ready provided us comments, and here is the first cut of
the draft GALL report and those two earlier sections are in
here also. Can | have the next slide?

The GALL report is basically tables. It consists

of alot of tables and here are the table colums. It talks
about identify the structure and conponent, the materials,
t he environnent, and applicable aging effects need to be
managed, and it goes into identifying the existing aging
managenent program and then a generic eval uation of the
program attri butes to manage the agi ng.

In the last columm it says "further evaluation" --
if the generic evaluation of the programattributes
determ nes that the programis adequate wi thout change to
manage the aging effects of that particul ar conponent, the
last colum will indicate no further evaluation is
reconmended for |icense renewal .

If a generic evaluation identifies a delta or an
area where the existing prograns should be augnented, the
"further evaluation colum" directs the Staff to where the
program shoul d be augnented. Next slide, please.

The next slide tal ks about the attributes or the
el ements of an agi ng managenent program GALL uses. There
are 10 el ements, such as the scope of the program what does
the programcover. It covers the structures and components

you are taking credit for and any preventive action and what
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ki nd of inspection the program has, can the program detect
the aging effects, and what kind of inspection frequency and
noni toring you have and what criteria for taking corrective
action -- so to do inspection, you find certain indications
and how big an indication would take you into the corrective
action arena.

They have got corrective action and adninistrative
control -- can this program be changed? Does it go through
reviews before it can be changed? The | ast one is operating
experi ence, what kind of experience do you have with this
program Has this program been successful in identifying
agi ng effects? Has feedback been provided to a programto
enhance the program if it is needed to be? So GALL, the
framework of GALL, is that we take the conponent, we
identify aging effects, and then we | ook at the existing
program and then based on these 10 program attributes we do
a generic evaluation to identify if this programis
adequate. That is the purpose of GALL

Then we docunent the basis and then we identify
the deltas or the areas where the program shoul d be
augrmented. That would need to go into the SRP to focus the
Staff review. This concludes ny overview and background.

Are there any questions? Yes, Dave?

MR LOCHBAUM | don't know what nunber slide it
was, but there was a slide that | ooked at the nunber of
docunents that were reviewed for the predecessor to the GALL
report. | notice that it listed a nunber of NRC docunents
and NEI docunents.

UCS i ssued a nunber of reports on aging. Public
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Ctizen's issued a nunber of reports on aging. N RS has
i ssued a nunber of reports on aging. | was curious that
none of those docunents seenmed to be included in what was
reviewed for | essons | earned.

| don't care whether you | ooked at them or not.
That is really not the issue directly about what was in
there, but | think it goes to why there is not a |lot of
public interest groups here today.

W tend to believe, whether it is a fair
i mpression or not, but the perception is we are being
patroni zed. Qur comments are being solicited so you can
tell the Conmi ssion, yeah, we contacted the externa
st akehol ders, they sat at the neeting -- | ook, here is the
attendance list with their signature -- but their views are
being filed away sonmewhere.

The fact that we spent sonme effort devel opi ng
these reports and they are not reviewed |I think reinforces
that perception again. Wether it is valid or not we can
debate but | just wanted to point that out.

MR CGRIMES: No, that's a good comment. As a
matter of fact, | would like to add to that that when we
have been tal ki ng about generic | essons with the Advisory
Conmittee on Reactor Safeguards they had suggested that we
try to establish sone kind of peer review by recognized
scientific groups. There are a lot of references in the
GALL work and the preceding contract work that get back to
some research results, international information, regarding
agi ng effects and agi ng mechani sns, but to the extent that

the credibility of this effort can be better served by
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havi ng a nore expansi ve resource base that we draw on, that
is a good conment and we will take that under consideration
to see if there isn't sonething we can do.

I will also contact you about getting a |list of
the references that we ought to consult. Chris?

MR, COLLINS: David, just a question, just to be
sure | understand. Did you subnit those to the NRC for
revi ew under Request for Review and Inclusion for License
Renewal ?

MR LOCHBAUM | don't know. The series that | am
thi nking of was witten before ny tinme by Bob Poll ard.
There's a series of three nonographs on aging. | don't know
if they were or not. | didn't check that in the history. |
know t hat the ones that Jim Ricci o devel oped were, because
he gets called periodically fromthe Staff because there is
a copyright notice and for FO A requests or anything el se
Jimgets called to give a release so that nmaterial can be
out, so | know Jimhas provided his reports to the
Conmi ssion, a nunber of reports.

| assune ours are, but | can't say that because |
don't know for a fact.

MR, COLLINS: Chris, do we have a process by which
i nput from stakehol ders woul d be considered along with
i ndustry information?

MR CGRIMES: As | nentioned before, the process
right nowis we are soliciting coments broadly and then we
will reviewthose and then we will take all those comments
and then try and advi se our stakehol ders about how we are

going to proceed with those conments.
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Is there a question or comment from Paul Gunter?

MR, GUNTER: M question is on the attributes
program and the concern | have, and Dave m ght be able to
help ne out with this.

| suppose | could approach it nore through a
specific exanple without naning a |licensee, but we have had
some problens in the past with regard to the analysis for
determ ning particul ar age-rel ated degradati on nechani sns,
one in particular, intergranular stress corrosion cracking.
VWhat we saw -- and the concern that we continue to have --
is that the analysis in determ ning crack growmh rate, sone
of the datapoints are thrown out, and | am wondering, you
know, where in the attributes programyou have -- where in
fact an anal ysis process can be rai sed and brought into
guestion in terns of addressing crack growh rate nmechanisns
or basically the process by which data is reviewed and
outlyi ng datapoints are thrown out and whether or not
there's somewhere in your own review process that can bring
in questions as to how data is being subjected to arbitrary
and capricious treatnent.

MR GRIMES: That is a good coment, because as |
refl ect on that question, it would be hard for ne to say
that there are general program attributes about data
treatnment techniques. Al nost all of the -- each of the
areas seens to have uni que descriptions of data treatnent
techni ques, but | noticed that Barry Elliot wanted to

conment on that question?

MR, ELLIOT: | amnot review ng your data but your

guestion is really a Part 50 question. W are review ng
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i ntergranul ar stress corrosion cracking growh rate as part
of the current licensing basis for the plants. Your
guesti on shoul d be addressed under those prograns.

MR, GUNTER. Well, again, if in fact we have
situations where the current treatnment practice is of issue,
again it is our concern that there is no opportunity here
for industry and regulator to reinforce public confidence
and in fact there is a deliberate effort to bound sonme of
t hese issues, particularly with this particular issue of
i ntergranul ar stress corrosion cracking.

| think it is a paranount issue for license
renewal that the industry and the regul ator have a better
under standi ng of crack growh rate nmechanisnms, and if in
fact what we have got here is an opportunity to gain public
confidence | think this is one issue that you could do it
on.

MR GRIMES: | appreciate the comment, Paul, and
when we get into discussing particular prograns | will try
to make sure that we get feedback and conments in terns of
the extent to which each of those prograns has a data
gat hering and anal ysis technique. Sone techni ques used are
bounding. Qhers use statistical nodels. | think each
program has -- shoul d have sonething to say about data
treatment and how it is reflected in the program

MR GUNTER But is there sonmewhere in here that |
am m ssing where sonething like this could be rai sed under
your 10-point progran? |s data treatnent --

DR LEE: | think it is under Item5 where it

tal ks about nonitoring and trending, so how frequently you
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i nspect it depends on how fast the crack grows. You want to
catch it before the crack grows into a critical size

MR GRIMES: But | would also say that | think
depending -- there's sonme other prograns where you see data
treatment reflected in the acceptance criteria or the
detection nethods. You know, | think there are el ements of
it that find their way in there. There's several of these
attributes depending on the particular program but we
shoul d keep that in nmind as we go through and tal k about the
particul ar prograns.

Are there other coments or questions about Dr.
Lee's explanation of GALL, the SRP and the Reg Guide, and
our expectations for 95-107?

[ No response.]

MR, GRIMES: No other questions? Everybody
under stands perfectly how we are going to proceed?
Question?

MR, STENGER Dan Stenger with Hopkins & Sutter

Is it the Staff's view that all 10 of these
attributes would have to be present for an existing program

to be adequate for |icense renewal ?

MR, GRIMES: Qur experience thus far has been that

we find these attributes in all prograns, but sonetines they

Cross-cut.

For exanple, the administrative controls for sone

progranms are conmon anongst prograns, but the sinple answer
is we tend to believe that all 10 of these elements will be
present in an effective agi ng managenent program so if we

find any exanples of prograns that don't have particul ar
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el ements, we would |like you to point those out.

DR LEE: | guess what | want to add is certain
prograns by thensel ves nay not have all ten el enents. For
exanpl e, the inspection program okay? You are inspecting
for flaws. That would not have the El ement Nunber 2, the
preventive action, but what we find is usually you don't
just have an inspection programby its |onesone. You also
have sone nitigation activity like a water chem stry program
in tandemw th your inspection, so inspection acts as a
confirmation that your mitigation activities are adequate,
so that by the time you put all of this programtogether
they tend to have all these 10 el enents.

MR GRIMES: Yes, that is a good point.

W need to keep in mind we tend to tal k about
these prograns as if they are stand-al one or silos and
there's synergy between different prograns or even the
operati ng experience feedback

I know that is a rather sensitive subject for
licensees in ternms of what the expectation is about how far
they are going to review operating experience in order to
denonstrate effective agi ng nanagenent prograns.

To the extent they have access to that experience,
or they have neans to gather experience, so these -- sone
prograns are intertw ned, and part of the packagi ng of
license renewal, part of the perception of |icense renewal
is the extent to which we have tried to pull it apart and
categorize it for the purpose of this dial ogue.

It's not always abundantly obvi ous that individua

prograns have reliance on other prograns, and that also
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m ght be a challenge for GALL to explain how these prograns
fit together.

Are there any other comments or questions for Dr.

Lee?

MR WALTERS: Yes.

MR GRIMES: M. Valters?

MR, WALTERS: Doug Walters from NEI. On your
slide that had the col umm headi ngs -- and we've | ooked at
Chapters 7 and 8, | believe, or 6 and 8. The colum t hat

says references typically identifies either a NUREG naybe
an | EEE standard, but sonme docunent that's out in the public
domai n.

| guess, |ooking at that columm, mny understandi ng
is that that was where the author of the chapter |ooked in
order to determ ne whether there was an exi sting program or
maybe what the aging effects were or whatever.

My question is, how did you use the experience
fromthe review of Calvert and Cconee? Specifically, your
SER obvi ously docunents your review of these prograns. How
was that staff review integrated or used in the preparation
of GALL?

DR LEE: Actually, for the GALL, we did not
reference the Calvert diffs and Cconee SER W nake a
conscious effort not to do that, but say, Calvert diffs or
Cconee have proposed a programto nmanage agi ng effects, you
will see it reflected in GALL, but you will not see it
listed in the reference.

Say if they used ASTM standard to nmanage certain

free oil, okay, or the free oil tank, you will see the
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standard under the reference. But you would not say Cal vert
Aiffs or Oconee, actually use that.

MR GRIMES: And actually, I'Il ask if there are
any nenbers of the staff who contributed to the review,
whet her or not we identified other references that should be
included in GALL?

Barry?

MR, ELLIOT: Barry Elliot. Wen we reviewed the
data, the reviewis the initial GALL report, and that's one
of the things we did. W added NUREGs or Ceneric Letters or
anything that the NRC staff recognized fromits review of
Calvert Cdiffs and Cconee should be added to GALL as
ref erences.

We did that as part of our initial review of GALL.

MR GRIMES: We would also like to solicit
feedback fromthe -- as Dave nentioned, there nmay be other
references, UCS reports, Critical Mass reports that mn ght
apply to particular aging effects that we shoul d consi der

M. Col aianni, you had a coment or a question?

MR, COLAIANNI: Yes. This is actually related to
his -- | did notice sonme of the categories in the
references, were not information notices for Generic Letters
referenced, like in the cables area that | thought would
have been. So that should be done consistently throughout,
| agree.

MR GRIMES: Yes. As speakers cone up, if you'd
identify yourself and your affiliation, to keep in mnd that
the Reporter back here is trying to keep track of all of

you.
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MR, COLAIANNI: Right, this was Paul Col ai anni
Duke Power .

MR, RAY: This is Neal Ray fromINEL. | have a
guestion that probably everybody knows except ne, the
answer. However, referring to NPA report that we worked and
several other National Labs work on it, and there are
several recomendations, first question

Are all of those being addressed in the GALL
report, all of the issues raised and so on and so forth?

Are they addressed in the GALL report?

MR VORA: My nane is Jay Vora from Ofice of
Research. The Nucl ear Pl ant Agi ng Research Program which we
referenced, actually consisted of sone 30 conponents and 22
syst ens.

And many of these conponents were actually the
active conponents like MVs, the circuit breakers. But
t hose portions of the NPA program which actually were
rel evant to the | ong passive conponent and structures for
LERs and BWRs, and Dr. Vik Shah provided sone of the input.
So we are actually focused only on the |ong-|ead passive
conponents and structures fromthe NPA

MR GRIMES: |'d also like to add to that. As
we' ve | ooked back, we've got naterial fromthe Nuclear Plant
Agi ng Research Programthat goes back to the early 80s. And
there are these other references, and we nmay have assuned
that sonme of the recomendations fromthe past have been
overtaken by events or are no | onger applicable.

So, to the extent that any of you are famliar

with particular naterial that's been referenced or
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particular material in the past, if you feel like that
material is still relevant and hasn't been addressed, then
we'd |ike that feedback as well.

MR, RAY: And the second part of the question is
related to it. After NPA and continuous, there are
conti nuous and nmaybe new findings all around the world in
terns of cracking or | eakage where we never expected it.

Are those going to be addressed through GALL?

MR, VORA: Actually we have sumari zed actually
the work that we have done in the Ofice of Research on the
primary system conponents and structures, which includes the
vessel s, the steam generators, the piping, the ND

And we have conpiled a five-year summary report
from1994 to 1999, which is after NPA, and those reports are
being reviewed and we are going to see if there is any
rel evant information which could be utilized for an
ef fecti ve managi ng of aging during the renewed |icense
peri od.

So, yes, the answer to your question is that the
last five years of work is being reviewed and will be
factored appropriately in the GALL report.

MR GRIMES: Yes, I'dlike to add to that. On the
17th of Novenber, there was an O fice of Research -- held a
public neeting on fatigue in order to try and sumari ze
where we are with the evolution of data related to fatigue
and the environnental effects. And that's a rather testy
area for sonme folks, for those that work in it on a daily
basis. | imagine they're very confortable with it.

But it gets back to Dave's comment about there's a
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perception that we're shooting at a noving target in sone
cases, and for sone prograns, that nay be true; that the
programattri butes are actually evolving as we're trying to
establish a standard.

And to that extent, it raises doubt in sone
peopl €' s m nds about whether or not, you know, how can
i cense renewal proceed when you don't have answers to these
guesti ons?

But that gets back to the fundanental prem se
about the regulatory process deals with new information on a
daily basis. Sam nentioned that every norning, you know,
there's a standup where we reflect on the experience from
t he previous day, and we devel op generic conmuni cations, and
we change requirenents.

And there are processes for dealing with those
thi ngs, and we need to have a focused way, a coherent way to
expl ain how those processes fit together, and how
evol utionary activities are being handled in the context of
decision criteria for the acceptability of these prograns.

Are there other conments or questions? GALL as an
initial attenpt by us to catal og what we believe are
appropriate expectations for agi ng nanagenent prograns.

There are places where our initial attenpt nay
have concl uded that a programis adequate and does not need
to be augnented. And we nmay be convinced ot herwi se by the
conment s.

There nay be areas where we've concl uded t hat
further evaluation is necessary for particul ar prograns.

W' re open to suggestions on whether or not we can
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be convinced otherwi se to that extent, too.

We don't yet know how GALL is going to fit into
the standard review plan or the application format or the
deci sion process. But we know that if we can get this
catal og put together, that things should certainly be
clearer in terns of what the expectations are that we're
trying to work from

Any other comments or questions about the overal
pl an? MR, LOCHBAUM | have one. Sonmewhere in this
stack of nmaterial you sent ne, and | can't recall which
speci fic docunment it was, but there was a proposed appea
process, if a stakeholder didn't agree with the staff on
some agi ng i ssue or sone |license renewal issue.

MR GRIMES: Yes.

MR LOCHBAUM There was |like a three- or
four-tiered appeal process. | was wondering, is that the
process now, or is that sonething that's foreseen down the
road?

MR GRIMES: That is the process. It is a
reflection of what we believe is the process that we use
right now W were sinply trying to articulate it.

It applies for generic renewal issues because
there basically needs to be an expl anati on about how
external interests can deal with generic renewal issues.

The NEI working group was | ooking for an
expl anati on about how we were going to proceed to address
generic renewal issues.

MR, LOCHBAUM | guess if it's the current case,

then | would be concerned, because when the public cones to

50



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

this Agency with concerns,

ei ther through the 2.206 or the

al | egation process, you get no appeals, for nobody.

And when the industry cones in, you've got thre

or four layers of appeals, and it just seens blatantly

unfair.

been continuing to work on that appeal

MR GRIMES: Well, one of the reasons why we've

did take the questions about, wel

2. 206

|, how does that work with

or these other processes, and we're trying to see.

We're | ooking for that coherence piece.

e

process i s because we

So that's a good point; we need to consider how

i cense renewal works within the

that we're being consistent.

framewor k, and make sure

Q her comments or questions?

[ No response.]

MR GRIMS: W're a

nost a hal f hour ahead of

schedul e. Under the circunstances, we'll take a break and

we' ||

I et you go off and think about this for a few m nutes.

Maybe you can think of sone nobre questions when we

reconvene.

As | nentioned before, you can go to the cafeteria

by going through the elevator to the first floor of 2 Wite

Flint.
school

you al

AN

And when we're ready to reconvene, we've got our

bell here, and we'll ring

that in the atriumto get

| to return. We'IIl reconvene at a quarter after

[ Recess. ]

MR CGRIMES: W are ready to reconvene now. |

N rem nded during the break that |

Rl
LE sStaff

is in a receive node today.

shoul d enphasi ze that the

W' re going to gather

was
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these coments and the feedback that we get fromyou. W're

not here to debate these issues.

We're going to take the conments and consi der them

and then try and conme up with a plan on how we're going to
respond to the questions and conments that we get from you

t oday.

But we want to encourage your dial ogue, we want to

encour age your conments and feedback so that we can plan a
course on how to proceed.

| mentioned before that | want to apol ogi ze for
the uncertainty, but we really need the feedback fromyou in
order to have a well-infornmed plan. And we'll expect to
share the feedback with you and what we're going to do about
it, after we've had a chance to digest your conments.

M. Qunter, you had a conmment or a question

MR, GUNTER: Just is the GALL report going to go
down to the PDR and, if so, when?

MR GRIMES: The GALL report will go down to the
PDR in the next few days. W're going to distribute copies
of it today, and then we'll send one pronptly to the Public
Docunent Room

As | mentioned before, it was our intent to
di stribute the copies afterwards because it's a rather
vol um nous thing and we didn't want paper littering the
floor while you're trying to dial ogue with us.

Now t hat you've had a chance to think about the
presentation that Dr. Lee nade, are there any other conmments
or questions about GALL and the SRP or the REG Gui de?

Question fromthe floor, could you go to the mcrophone and
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identify yoursel f, please?

MR GURICAN. Geg GQurican, TM. I'mwondering if
there was any special consideration in the devel opnent of
the SRP and/or the GALL report for non-SRP |icensees, and
al so licensees who are not |STS holders in the sense that to
address David Lochbaum s concern regardi ng surveillance and
survei |l l ance frequenci es, recognizing that these types of
Iicensees have a different set of tech specs and are
licensed to a different set of criteria, other than the
standard revi ew pl an, has there been any speci al
consi deration or any annotations within the devel opnent of
ei ther docunment to address these types of |icensees?

MR CGRIMES: Sam do you want to take a shot at
t hat ?

DR LEE: | don't think this first cut of GALL
makes that distinction. But if there is further conmment,
we' Il consider that.

MR GRIMES: | should nmention that we devel oped a
standard review plan for license renewal as a tenpl ate,
wi t hout any specific thought in mnd in ternms of the
licensing basis for particular plants.

O her comments or questions?

[ No response.]

MR GRIMES: The next itemon the agenda is to
di scuss exanpl es of regulated prograns. And our facilitator
for this part of the session is going to be Barry Elliot.
Barry, would you like to begin?

MR ELLIOT: M nane is Barry Elliot, and I'mwith

NRR, the Materials and Chenical Engineering Branch. M/ area
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of reviewis the reactor vessel, the reactor vesse
internals, the reactor coolant system

CFR Part 54 requires and integrated assessnment of
the plant, and an integrated plant assessnment for |icense
renewal requires an evaluation of the aging effects, and the
managenent program for those aging effects.

GALL will provide a list of aging effects, and
agi ng managenent prograns that the staff considers
applicable for the conponents within the report.

Many of the agi nhg nanagenent prograns are existing
prograns that result fromexisting regulation. Regulated
prograns are prograns required by regulation or subject to
other regulatory requirenments such as technica
speci fications.

Regul ati ons and specifications that result in
regul ated prograns are listed in the overhead on the screen
in front of the room

Sone of these prograns are adequate as currently
instituted; others required augnented or nodifications to be
ef fective during the license renewal term

I will discuss prograns associated with in-service
i nspection, Appendices Gand H, 10 CFR Part 50, and the
Pressurized Thermal Shock Rule.

The two effects managed by I SlI, reactor vessel
Reactor Vessel Integrity Program and PTS are cracking and
neutron irradiation enbrittlenment.

The prograns associated with Appendices G and H
10 CFR Part 50, and the PTS Rule are used to nmanagenent,

enbrittl ement of the reactor vessel
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Appendi x G and the PTS Rule require the reactor
vessel belt line materials to be eval uated through
enbrittlenent screening criteria.

These rules contain enbrittlenent screening
criteria, and also allow operati on above the screening
criteria if plant-specific anal ysis denonstrates adequate
mar gi ns agai nst fracture.

Each |icensee evaluated its reactor vessels to the
screening criteria, to the end of its current 40-year term
and applicants for license renewal will be required to
eval uate their reactor vessels against this screening
criteria for 60 years of operation

GALL will identify which conmponents need
eval uation through the criteria in Appendix G and the PTS
Rul e.

Appendi x H, 10 CFR Part 50 requires each |icensee
to monitor neutron irradiation enbrittlenent.

The Materials Surveillance Program described in
Appendix Gis for 40 years. Since applicants for a |icense
renewal will need to denonstrate that their materials
surveillance programwi |l be adequate for 60 years, the
staff has devel oped attributes and guidelines for the
60-year programthat are needed to update the existing
pr ogr am

These attributes and guideline are described
within GALL.

10 CFR 50.55a requires that reactor vessel
reactor vessel internals, and the reactor cool ant systemto

be i nspected to the ASME Code.
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Many of -- as far as the reactor vessel is
concerned, the ISl prograns have been determ ned to be
adequate by the staff, for all reactor vessel naterials
except for Alloy 600.

GALL will identify which conponents are adequately
managed by the existing ISl program and which progranms need
nodi fication during their license renewal term

The reason that we talked earlier -- it was
di scussed about why coul d prograns be consi dered adequate
when they're so nuch different? |In the case of the reactor
vessel, the internal environment is managed by a primry
wat er control system and the materials nmeet ninimum
requi renents, therefore, all materials except for Aloy 600,

the staff determined that the existing programwas adequate.

As far as Alloy 600 is concerned, prinary water
stress corrosion cracking has been observed in Alloy 600 in
t he wel ds.

And additional inspections are necessary. The
i ndustry has devel oped a programto nanage the aging effects
to Alloy-600. Staff has reviewed those, that program and
plants that are applying for license renewal will have to
nmanage that programthrough the license renewal term

To sumari ze, | have discussed how, if you
regulate a program it should be inplenented during the
license renewal term and how they will be described in GALL
to manage agi ng effects of cracking and neutron
enbrittlenent during the license renewal term At this tine

I would like to get your conments on existing regul atory
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pr ogr ans.

MR GRIMES: M. Wilters.

MR, WALTERS: Excuse nme. Doug Walters, NEI. Just
two questions. You indicated that in sone cases |ISlI nay not
be adequate and you are going to identify in GALL the
guess enhancenent that needs to be nade.

MR, ELLIOT: W may not have nentioned it. That
will be plant-specific or sonmething an existing, |ike
Generic Letter, or whatever.

MR WALTERS: kay. Wat standard are you
applying to determne that ISl is not adequate?

MR, ELLIOT: Wat we are |ooking for is based upon
the history of the materials in the environnent. |I|s the
existing program-- will it detect the aging effects that
are consi dered pl ausi bl e?

MR WALTERS: And that is not the standard that
applies today, is that what we are sayi ng?

MR ELLIOT: | think a simlar standard is used
today, but it wasn't as clearly defined in the previous
revi ew process.

MR, WALTERS: M second question is | believe you
said that Appendix His only good for 40 years. | amnot --
I"'msorry. |Is that correct?

MR ELLIOT: Yes.

MR WALTERS: | amnot familiar with that, but are
you saying that 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix H expires after
forty years of a plant's operating life, or are you saying
that it is an analysis that is done under Appendix Hthat is

only done for 40 years?
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MR, ELLIOT: Let nme explain that. Appendix H
applies for 40 years and 60 years. The program-- the goa
i censees have to nmeet, nonitor radiation enbrittlenment for
40 years and 60 years. They have to have a surveillance
programthat nonitors radiation enbrittlenent. The
regul atory, specific regulatory requirenent about when to
take out capsules is based on a 40 year program That
doesn't nean because you go on for 60 years, you could use
that sanme 40 year program You nay have to nodi fy that
programto 60 years.

MR GRIMES: | think there is an inportant
di stinction to be made when we [ ook, when we tal k about
regul atory requirenents. To the extent that the way by
whi ch regulatory requirenents are being fulfilled in the
existing license, Barry has pointed out an exanple, in this
case the capsul e withdrawal sequence and eval uati on of PTS.
They have to be nodified to account for an expectation that
a plant would operate for 60 years, and that is a fairly
sinple nodification. But there nay be el enents of the
i nservi ce inspection programthat we now di scover need to
apply where they didn't before, or need to reconsider
whet her or not all of the applicable aging effects are
captured by the inspection techniques, which are
nodi fications as well.

DR. LEE: | guess -- this is Sam Lee from Li cense
Renewal Branch. ©One of the things | wanted to add is that
the way we have done the license renewal review is that we
identified the conmponents, the aging effects, and then we

try and |l ook for a programto nmanage that aging effect or
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that conponent. Ckay. So sone exanples that cone up here,
for exanple, is like snall bore piping on the reactor
cool ant system so it has small bore piping. Cracking is a
potential aging effect. And then when we try and | ook for a
program okay, we cannot point to -- which is the inservice
i nspection program and say, gee, this is a programthat
nmanages cracking or this snall bore piping, and that is
where we identify a potential delta or area for
augnment ation. Ckay. Because we stop on a conmponent aging
ef fect and |l ook for a program rather than conme up and say,
these are ISl program it is adequate by definition. Okay,
we didn't do that. That is how we identified holes, so to
speak.

MR, GRIMES: Does anybody have any exanpl es of
other regulatory required progranms that either you think
adequat el y manage agi ng effects now or that you think need
to be augnented sonmehow to nanage agi ng effects for
particul ar conponents.

MR, RAY: Tal ki ng about reactor vessel, | believe
there are several plants, if not quite significant anong the
pl ants, based on their current surveillance capsul e program
if they don't change their field significantly, for
managenent | believe, they should be able to extend it to 60
years w t hout maki ng any significant change, or no change at
all, and should be able to qualify or disqualify various
screening criteria.

MR GRIMES: Barry, do you want to conment on
t hat ?

MR ELLIOT: That is true. | nean the attributes
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and the guidelines we were putting forward in GALL for the
surveillance program there are plants that have existing
progranms now t hat could neet those requirenents, and they
all wouldn't have to nmake any change. Sonme will have to
make changes. | could go into plant specifics, but | would
rather not. And that is why on the GALL, the surveillance
program woul d be a plant-specific review, because the nature
of it is that every one is a little bit different, the
enbrittlenent is alittle bit different, so the programis a
little bit different.

As far as PTS, pressurized thermal shock, NRC has
put a reactor vessel integrity database which is a
conpilation of the entire reactor vessel naterial database
for all the reactors in the United States, and it has al
the material properties for the 40 year license init. Any
licensee could take that database, pick out its data that we
have conpiled and update its PTS eval uati on by updating the
neutron fluence and finish the eval uation using the reactor
vessel integrity database of the NRC

MR, RAY: Well, | think there is a caveat to your
statenment, and that is | know the docunent you are referring
to, however, based on the |latest surveillance capsule, if
they rel ease any nore or issue, or take out any nore
surveill ance capsul e and pass the chemical data or so, it is
possi bl e that data might be changed. And in that case, as
part of the regulation, they have to reevaluate their PTS,
and they may harm thensel ves or benefit thensel ves.

MR, ELLIOT: That is true. Any tinme -- the review

of reactor vessels, a review of inservice inspection
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if there are changes that occur as a result of new data,
then the plants are going to have to inplenent that new
data. Part of the reactor vessel integrity database is
chemistry. |If the chem stry becones avail able that affects
a particular plant, then those plants would have to
i ncorporate that set of data into their |icense renewal
application.

They have to -- by the way, they have to
incorporate it into the current review, as part of their 40
year PTS evaluation. And the sanme thing goes with the
surveillance data. Wen plants take out surveillance data
fromtheir capsules, they are required, under the current
regul ation, to evaluate their vessels relative to that
surveillance data. And, of course, they have to do it for
i cense renewal also

MR GRIMES: | think an inportant point that we
want to stress with respect to any of these prograns, but
particularly for the regulated prograns, is that |icense
renewal is a process concept, that license renewal isn't
going to begin until, for the first two applicants, about
2013 or 2014, and we are trying to think forward in ternms of
how t he processes by which data is gathered, evaluated and
then acted on is going to be factored into the license
basis. And when we tal k about augnenting prograns for
license renewal, we are tal king about what is our
expectati on about how the programis going to be nodified to
behave differently fromthe period, fromthe current |icense

terminto the period of extended operation
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And there is still an expectation, getting back to
Dave's earlier coment, there is an expectation that there
is an enforcenent programthat coexists with the |icense
that is going to take action if you, you know, don't fulfill
the license conmitnents. And in this case, it would be
commitnents associated with a renewed |icense and
wi t hdrawi ng capsul es and eval uati ng data and adj usting
operating paraneters accordingly.

Are there any other comments or questions about
the reactor vessel programin particular, before we try and
nove on to sone other prograns? A question over here.

Could you go to a microphone, please?

MR, SANWARWALLA: My nane is Mansoor Sanwarwal | a
from Sargent and Lundy. The question | have was for Barry.

Barry, when you go back and | ook at the reactor
integrity, reactor vessel integrity, are you even | ooking at
t he plant uni que operating experience and how they wite up
t hei r mai ntenance and surveillance requirenments? O are you
going to go back and conpare it agai nst GALL requirenents,

or are you going to do a conbination of both?

MR ELLIOT: Well, in the GALL, GALL will | ook at
what are the aging effects for the reactor vessel. And
based on staff experience, we will identify what those aging

effects are, and then we will say how we think they should
be managed. And if they -- and it will be described in the
report, how it should be nanaged.

I can't go through the specifics of every single
conponent, but primary water control is a very inportant

i ssue. The fracture toughness of materials is an inportant
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i ssue, you know, things like that. The inservice inspection
programis an inportant issue, and those have to be -- they

will be identified, how they affect each conponent and what

our decision is to what is an adequate existing program and

where further augnmented or nodifications are necessary.

MR GRIMES: But getting back to the particular
guesti on about how you consider plant-specific operating
experi ence, when we started the reviews of the first two
applications, the guidance that we gave to the staff was, if
you know of particul ar operating experience that is
applicable to a particular aging effect for this plant, then
you should reflect it inthe review And so if thereis
uni que pl ant operating experience that woul d cause the staff
to question whether or not the programis denonstrably
ef fective, then they were encouraged to probe those areas,
irrespective of whether it was the surveillance program or
-- | amsorry, the vessel surveillance program or ot her
prograns. As a general rule, one of the areas of concern
anongst the applicants is to what extent is the staff going
to pursue operating experience that goes, you know, to far
afield, or go on fishing expeditions for experience, where
there isn't any experience to refer to. So that is another
aspect of operating experience as well.

Q her comments or questions about vessel
surveillance in particular? Paul

MR GUNTER  Yeah, Paul Gunter, NIRS. As |
understand it, you are going to be extending, as you go for
this 20 year extension, it is going to put the plant in a

situation where they are going to have to extend the
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surveillance intervals on capsules. As you pull specinens,
you have a limted nunber of specinens that you are going to
be | ooking at. And | amwondering how GALL will take into
consideration, or if it is going to be built in, in terms of
as you extend your surveillance intervals on the capsule
i nspections, howthat will relate to tracking the age
mechani sm the degradation nmechanism Am | naking nyself
clear?

kay. So you have got -- how nany sanples do you
have in a vessel, typically, in a 1,000 negawatt PWR?

MR, ELLIOT: Usually there are six capsul es per
vessel

MR, GUNTER:. Ckay. Six capsules. So what is your
current interval under a 40 year |icense?

MR ELLIOT: It is according to ASGM standard,
and, usually, there is like four capsul es w thdrawn and two
are held back for other applications.

MR GUNTER What is the interval is what | am
trying to figure out?

MR, ELLIOT: The interval varies fromplant to
plant. | nean it depends on the neutron fluence, it depends
upon -- it is a matter of enbrittlement expected over the
life of the plant. You take the first capsule out in the
first five years, the next capsule out in the next five
years, then you wait another 15 years, and then the fourth
capsul e might conme out in the 40th year

MR, GUNTER. So in any event --

MR, ELLIOT: There is no set anmount, that depends

on the anount of enbrittlenent and the neutron fluence and
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| ead factors and a whole | ot of other things.
MR GUNTER. So there are a nunber of variabl es.

MR, ELLIOT: Yes.

MR GUNTER. That, would seemto ne, to contribute

to an uncertainty val ue.

MR, ELLIOT: It doesn't increase the uncertainty
val ue, it just nmeans that you have a broad range of possible
surveill ance capsul e withdrawal prograns.

MR GUNTER. Ckay. So if you go to a 20 year
extension, then that will, in fact, increase those
surveillance -- that will change that, that will introduce
yet another variable in ternms of how you are eval uating data
when you are pulling capsul es.

MR, ELLIOT: It will change the surveillance
schedul e, definitely.

MR, GUNTER. Can you give ne a ballpark idea of
how | ong that surveillance interval would be extended,
general |y speaking? Are there any -- | nean | understand
you have got to know your variables here, but --

MR ELLIOT: W didn't look at it that way. W
| ooked at it that there are certain guidelines and inportant
features that the surveillance program nmust have. It mnust
have fluence, it nust capsul es w thdrawi ngs at sufficient
fluence to bound the 60 year license. It nust have -- and
it must be withdrawn during the license renewal term and if
it is not, then the plant nust set up operating conditions
for each plant that are based on those surveillance program
-- the surveillance capsule w thdrawal s that were done

before the 60 year started, that the 20 year extension
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These are the type of things where guidelines --
and there are no specifics as to how to go about that. That
is going to be up to each individual applicant to deci de how
they are going to neet these guidelines and attri butes.

MR, GUNTER: Well, | guess ny concern is, is that
just in ternms of the degree of uncertainty, or |ack of
confidence in the current enbrittlenent rate, if, in fact,
you are adding greater intervals, increasing those
intervals, if, in fact, we are not increasing uncertainty or
lack of confidence in the enbrittlement rate, and if GALL is
going to -- how GALL is going to address that.

MR, ELLIOT: That is a question for, as far as --
| don't think GALL is going to address that. That is a
guesti on of how rmuch do we know about the enbrittlenent rate
of reactor vessels in the United States. And that is the
function of how many surveillance capsul es are withdrawn.

MR, GUNTER: Right.

MR, ELLIOT: And when we originally started Reg.
Quide 1.99 Rev. 1, there were probably a couple of hundred
data points, now there are thousands. And because we have a
very large fleet of reactor vessels in the United States,
and they all -- the PWRs, in particular, operate in very,
very simlar environments, so as we periodically, we gather
all the data together, and then update our enbrittlenment
rate, | can't see how changing a withdrawal tine from 20
years to 25 years is going to change thousands of data
points and the enbrittlenent rate that we project.

MR GRIMES: But certainly, the concern that you
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have expressed about the confidence and the data anal ysis
and scatter and uncertainty is sonething that needs, you
know, we consider to be factored into the program by which
you know, capsul es are eval uat ed

Dr. Nickell, you have a comment.

MR, NI CKELL: Yes. Thank you. You are dealing
here with prograns, regul ated prograns, but | am asking a
guesti on about whether or not -- whether GALL will address
the issue of calculations done by the applicant to
denonstrate that naterials beyond the conventional beltline,
that m ght be now considered to be part of the evaluation
process. But if they are not linmting naterials, do you
think GALL will, in fact, have guidelines to help the
appl i cant make a deci sion about how to do such cal cul ations
to show that those additional materials are, in fact, not
[imting?

MR CGRIMES: Wile Barry is thinking about whether
or not he clearly understands that question --

MR ELLIOT: | understand.

MR GRIMES: Wuld you identify yourself for the
reporter?

MR, NI CKELL: ©Ch, yes. Bob N ckell, I aman EPR
consul tant.

MR, ELLIOT: In the GALL report, we identified a
neutron fluence as a m ni num neutron fluence, and any
conponent, any nmaterial that reaches that mininum
requi renent woul d have to be evaluated for PTS and Appendi X
G requi renents.

MR NICKELL: But | think the criteria are not
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contained in GALL.

MR ELLIOT: The criteria will be GALL, about what
the criteria for the mnimmfluence has to be before you
have to do an eval uation

MR GRIMES: Let ne make sure | understand the
guestion. Your question really got to scope of conponents
that need to be eval uated for agi ng managenent, whether or
not they are --

MR NI CKELL: Materials that would have to be
i ncluded in the surveillance program whi ch were not incl uded
in the original 40 years.

MR GRIMES: Ckay. Surveillance program

MR, NI CKELL: And for which the applicant has
made, or will make a denonstration that those materials need
not be included because they are not liniting materials.

MR GRIMES: But | think the critical elenent here
is the extent to which the materials are relied upon to
perform sone function or are related to the function of the
vessel or internals, correct?

MR, NI CKELL: Right.

MR GRIMES: | think the answer to that is that
gets into the area where GALL might be too -- if it is too
general, then the guidelines aren't going to assist plants
that may have uni que licensing bases. And so each plant is
goi ng to have to eval uate whi ch conponents perform which
functions related to the licensing basis, | think. And
Davi d nmentioned before the concern about how the design is
controlled over tinme and whether or not the design basis is

cl early understood.
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Dave, do you have a comment or a question?

MR, LOCHBAUM It is related to a process
guestion. | noticed in reviewing the naterials that there
is sone debate or controversy about any changes that are
made to the existing programs or new prograns that are
devel oped for aging, how are they captured within the
licensing basis. The staff has indicated that the FSAR
m ght be the best repository for that information. The
i ndustry has suggested that the existing |icense comitnent
tracking systens night be the nore appropriate vehicle. |
guess if we are voting on that, we would vote on the FSAR
and followi ng 50.71(e), that seened to be a good tine to

follow that rule.

MR GRIMES: That is a good comment. That is also

an area where we have been asked to provide sone additiona
gui dance, and | think that scoping is an area that, you
know, we have been treating separately. It has a

rel ationship here, but to the extent that we are going to
try and devel op gui dance, and encourage, you know, ful

i mpl enentati on of the 50.71(e) guidance to nmake sure that
the FSAR is the repository of the critical safety functions
and conpliance matters, but we are still going to struggle
t hrough, you know, the gray areas and the fuzzy areas where
the licensing basis mght not be perfectly clear. And in
that sense, we look to the |icensing basis of record, and
where fuzzy, try and clarify it. But that is an area where

we know we need to devel op sone nore gui dance, too.

But at this point the program gui dance in GALL is

going to concentrate on what is the program for nanagi ng
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aging effect, and you are still going to have to struggle
with, well, what does that program apply to?

Q her comments or questions? You, sir?

MR SO M nane is Donenic So, from AEP. Earlier
we nentioned about the inservice inspection programand we
| ooked at Attribute Number 4, and nentioned the detection of
aging effects are not being taken care of by sonme of these
traditional regul ator prograns.

My question is what direction or what additional
augrment ed exanples do we have in nind? WIIl the GALL report
mention further -- or give further guidance as far as what
conponents we are going to | ook at?

DR. LEE: The purpose of doing GALL is to identify
t hose conponents and what agi ng effects need to be nanaged,
okay? -- and GALL just spells that out. 1In sone places GALL
may actual |y suggest what needs to be done, but in nost
cases it just says "needs further evaluation" for certain
particul ar conponents in aging effects.

MR SO | assune your response also is applicable
to one of the exanples up there on the slide that is
referring to the contai nment inservice inspection as well.

DR. LEE: That is correct, for containnent, yes.

MR SO Fuel containnments do have insulation so
that you nmay not | ook in and beyond, underneath. There are
certain conponents there that traditionally are considered
as not accessi bl e.

DR LEE: Yes, we understand about the
i naccessi bl e areas issue. W understand about that.

t hi nk GALL addresses that.
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MR SO kay, thanks.

MR GRIMES: And we woul d encourage you to give us
feedback on GALL where you think that it is not sufficiently
clear in terns of where there should be any baseline
i nspections or relations in prograns. W rely on
i nspections in accessible areas to provide an indication of
whet her or not there is a problemoccurring in inaccessible
areas, and those are programel ements that were | ooking for
f eedback as wel|.

MR, BAGCH : M nane is CGoutam Bagchi, and | am
just seeking sone explanation as to what you had in nmind for
i naccessi bl e areas. Gbviously there are sone areas that
have insulation. Are you suggesting that perhaps once in
awhile, long intervals, sonme of the insulation should be
renmoved and | ooked at?

MR SO | recall we have had sone previous
di scussion as well on that subject. It seens |like there's
some suggestions as far as doing the sanpling versus tota
renoval .

MR, BAGCHI : | would assune that your suggestion
is sonething like that, and fromthe records we'll pick it
up and see how it could be incorporated into the GALL

MR SO  Thanks.

MR, BAGCHI : As |lessons | earned. Thank you.

MR GRIMES: A conmment from the audi ence?

MR, DYLE: Yes, | guess a question just to help
with the review of the GALL report. WII it be obvious --

N I"'msorry, ny nane is Robin Dyle with |Inservice Engi neeri ng.

Rl
LE Wuld it be obvious froma review of the GALL what
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editions of the code were used to nmake the assessnents of

t he adequacy of current inservice inspection prograns and to
what degree did augnented prograns that are currently
required by regul ation get factored into that assessnent,
such as the current expedited inplenentation of Appendix A
to further enhance the adequacy of the inservice inspections
that are ongoing? |Is it obvious there where that is?

| realize this is a noving target because the
regul ation changes in relation to ISI, but will it be clear
where we start with the review and what the coments ought
to be?

It would be valuable to the ASME conmittees that
m ght work on trying to resolve this.

DR LEE: Yes, | think GALL identifies for ISls
the '89 edition of the code and then for the contai nment
inspection | think it is the '92 edition

MR, DYLE: So you are now ei ght years behi nd what
is currently in the regulation or seven years behind, the
' 96 addenda bei ng approved?

MR CGRIMES: M reaction to that is it night be,
in which case we woul d hope you woul d point out to us how
the guidelines could be clearer in that respect and al so how
the changes in the code edition should be treated in the way
of assessing the adequacy of agi ng prograns.

One of the other prograns that is described up
there has a sinilar struggle for us and that is the
nmai nt enance rule. Doug, would you like to comment on what
the industry's viewis about it?

MR WALTERS: Yes. The nmi ntenance rul e ensures
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functionality of equipnent and that is the sane end result
that we are |l ooking for in |icense renewal and we ought to
get credit for what we do under the naintenance rule.

MR GRIMES: Could you be a little nore specific
in what form--

[ Laught er.]

MR CGRIMES: -- that credit mght take?

MR, WALTERS: How nuch nore specific can | be?

Well, 1I'l'l comrent on structures, for exanple.
Excuse ne -- Doug Walters from NEI

You know, structures were considered inherently
reliable under the original version of the maintenance rule
and the industry came to the conclusion as | think the NRC
did that that probably isn't appropriate, so now we do
structural nonitoring under the naintenance rule.

Now sone people will say yeah, but you are not
| ooking specifically at aging effects, but the reality is
that the naintenance rule is a regulatory programthat
ensures functionality of structures and at the end of the
day under license renewal, after | have identified the aging
effects | am probably going to do the sanme nanagenent of the
structure under |icense renewal that | do under the
mai nt enance rule, and the end result of |icense renewal is
to ensure functionality of the scope of equipnent that is in
the rule.

In that regard, our position is that we ought to
get credit for what we do under the naintenance rule.

I think the comment was nade that we ought to be

aware of other things that are going on within the agency,
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and | think that is one of them and if we are going it
under license renewal then give the |icense renewal
applicant relief under the maintenance rule.

But | think that is one where -- and to the credit
of the agency, | will say that just |ike we took credit for
the maintenance rule in part for defining the appropriate
scope of renewal, we now ought to acknow edge that it in
fact does ensure functionality and that that is okay for
i cense renewal .

MR, GRIMES: Any other coments or thoughts about
how t he mai ntenance rule mght fit into a |license renewal
revi ew?

| tend to agree that conceptually | think what the
Staff has been trying to do is to identify what is being
done under the naintenance rule that contributes to nmanage
aging effects -- the nature of the inspections, how they
ensure functionality and how that functionality relates to
the Iicensing basis.

MR, WALTERS: Yes. |If | could just add on to ny
comrent, | think just listening to the discussion today,
which is helpful, it still seens to ne, and the nmintenance
rule is a good exanple of it, sonmehow we think there is a
big difference between operating in year 39 and operating in
year 40 and that with regard to, let's say, structures that
are covered under the maintenance rule, that sonehow those
structures now act differently or they look differently or
they performdifferently nerely because we are goi ng through

Iicense renewal, and okay, | have got to spend "x" nunber of

man- hours to revi ew the mai nt enance program because | amin
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the renewal side of the house.

| have got to review the naintenance rule program
to nake sure | amsatisfied that it does what | think needs
to be done in license renewal, and | think we need to get
away fromthat kind of thinking. | think you need to go
| ook at what has been done.

The mai ntenance rule gets inspected. It is part
of the routine regional inspections, | believe. They have
done basel i ne i nspections where they have | ooked at
structures. | think we are just missing an opportunity if
we don't take maxi numcredit for what we do there.

MR BAGCH : | just wanted to clarify sone things
that | heard

Yes, to the extent that the prograns that apply to
structures that are within the scope of |icense renewal
applications, there have been tinmes they have been found
adequate and acceptable as is, but a review by the
i ndi vi dual applicant | ooking at various structures indicated
that sonme of the existing prograns nay need to be nodified
or sone additional prograns nay need to be put in place, so
t hose kinds of review are expected and they are going to
conti nue.

MR CGRIMES: | think I will add to M. Bagchi's
conment by saying you put us at a di sadvantage when rul es
that were created for one purpose are then credited for
anot her purpose, but you want maxi mumflexibility to
i mpl enent these programs, so to the extent that we have
tried to understand how the prograns are being inpl emented

in order to be able to articulate how aging effects are
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goi ng to be nanaged has been the struggle that we have gone
through trying to be able to articul ate how these prograns
shoul d be credited for the purpose of |icense renewal.

We started this exercise -- actually | think
woul d prefer to say we started this adventure in credit for
exi sting prograns with environnental qualification, where
even though environnental qualification has been a
regul atory requirenent for sone tinme and there was a period
when it was an extrenely controversial and awkward subj ect
to deal with. Now that the practices are relatively
wel | -established, there is still a certain flexibility in
t hose progranms that we explored in our first two
applications before we concluded that the procedures and
practices that are used to conply with 50.49 provide an
adequat e process for managi ng aging effects associated with
qgual i fied equi pnent.

Paul , would you like to say anythi ng about what
effort went into reviewing the EQ progranms for the first two
appl i cants?

MR, SHEMANSKI: My nane is Paul Shemanski .

Basically there were two different approaches.
The Calvert Ciffs approach basically -- first of all, EQis
a TLAA, Tinme Limted Aging Analysis, and that gives you
several options for treating it as such

In the case of Calvert diffs, they basically
deci ded not to analyze the EQ programat this point and in
essence they deferred it until sone tine in the future.
However, we did | ook very extensively at what they proposed

internms of reanalysis. That seened to be the option they

76



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

AN

R
LE

chose.

As you know, conponents are qualified for 40
years, long-lived electrical conponents on the EQ naster
list, and the option of choice was to extend the qualified
life from40 to 60 years in terns of using reanalysis, so in
that area we were very interested in finding out the
anal ytical nmethods, the data collection that was used, the
under | yi ng assunptions, acceptance criteria, corrective
actions and so forth, so that was the nain area we focused
on with Calvert Ciffs, and we are satisfied that in fact
their EQ program can be credited as an agi nhg nanagenent
program for |icense renewal.

The approach for Cconee was slightly different.
Cconee decided for a particular group of EQ conponents to
actually go ahead and do the analysis at tine of
application, particularly for cables Cconee used the
reanal ysi s approach to extend the qualified life from40 to
60 years and in that particular case we actually had a
nmeeting with themto review the analysis that they actually
did use, prinarily the Arrhenius nethodol ogy, and after
reviewing five or six in-depth cal cul ati ons we were
satisfied that they had a good handle on being able to
extend the qualified life, particularly for cables, from40
to 60 years.

So there were two di fferent approaches by the
first two applicants, however we did find both approaches
acceptable. That is basically a summary of the EQ story for
Cconee and Calvert diffs.

MR GRIMES: Yes. | would like to add to
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somet hing that Paul said. The options that the rule
provides for tine |limted agi ng anal ysis so you can either
requalify themfor the longer life, in which case you re-do
the analysis or you re-do the experinental data, whatever
the qualified life is based on, and then review the results
or you provide a programthat denonstrates how the results
are going to be managed and that they are slightly different
approaches in terns of what the Staff |ooks at in order to
develop a conclusion. So for a long tinme we have | ooked
nore at the results and inferred attributes about prograns
and now we are having to go back and switch gears and | ook
at the prograns and to devel op a concl usi on about how t he
results will be -- how we woul d be confident that the
results the program woul d produce are acceptabl e.

That is why we have ended up exploring
environnental qualification and mai ntenance rul e, because we
have had to look at it froma slightly different
per specti ve.

Conment or question?

MR, STENGER  Yes, Chris, | was just wondering
what or if the NRC has a standard you use for determ ning
whet her an existing programwoul d be nodified or augnented?
Is there sone threshold that applies or is it up to the
i ndi vi dual reviewer's discretion? How does that work?

MR CGRIMES: Sam you want to comment on it?

DR. LEE: Yes. | guess the Staff reviewer, as
described earlier, identifies the conponent, the aging
effect, and they try to match it to a programthat nanages

the aging effects so a lot of this is based on judgnent and
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soneti mes data, as was tal ked about, influence, and then we
al so have managenent oversight so if there are certain
things to nmake sure the reviewers are, | guess, consistent
in applying the review for all the applications.

MR, GRIMES: The general answer to your question
is that is what those 10 program el enents represent. W
| ook to see whether or not there are features for each of
those attributes that address the specific conponents that
are within the scope, the inspection or eval uati on nethods,
whet her there are acceptance criteria, and what GALL
attenpts to do is to catalog all of those things so that we
wi Il know where the gaps are that we are going to be | ooking
for supplenentary information fromthe individual plants.

That is the extent of the guidance that we have
been able to add to what we already put into the Standard
Revi ew Pl an for |icense renewal

Any comments or questions about other regul ated
prograns? Are there other regulatory requirenents that you
think are inportant to acknow edge in devel opi ng the generic
agi ng | essons | earned?

MR, STENGER  You had posed the question how the
nmai ntenance rule could be used. | was just wondering if the
Staff could offer their insights how you think the
nmai nt enance rule programcould be utilized for |icense
renewal purposes.

MR BAGCHI : | would like to maintain -- this is
CGout am Bagchi, NRR -- | would like to naintain that the
mai ntenance rule programas it applies to a specific scope

of conponent covered by the naintenance rule -- structure,
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for exanple -- if it is covered then the mmintenance rule is
nore than likely to address the 10 el enents that we have
been addressing, and probably woul d be adequate, but it is
where they are not addressing the essential elenents of the
program and they are not even covering the scope for the
Iicense renewal application. Then we would have to think
about sonet hi ng.

MR, WALTERS: Let ne ask a question about the
attributes. Could you explain how you devel oped the 10 and
why it is those ten and not fifteen or why it is not six?
What is it about those 10 attributes |eads to the conclusion
that an enhancenent is necessary?

MR GRIMES: Actually inthis forum this is the
one opportunity | get to turn tables.

VWhat woul d you offer as a different set of
el ements that would be used?

MR, WALTERS: Well, in our guidance we have |
think 12 elements. The difference is we say those are
typical attributes. W don't say that they are all required
and that those are things that you ought to | ook for

So | don't have anything to offer, but it's your
requi renent now, it seens, and |'mcurious why it's those
ten and, nore specifically, why does that lead to the

concl usi on that an enhancenent is necessary?

MR CGRIMES: W're here to get feedback, and so we

feel like if you feel that we've mssed an inmportant program
el ement or we've mssed an inportant attribute that should
be consi dered when nmaki ng assessnents about the adequacy of

prograns to manage agi ng effects, if we ought to break the
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attributes out differently or treat themdifferently, you
know, we're |ooking for feedback.

But we started with this set of programattributes
based on | ooki ng back at the experience fromthe nucl ear
pl ant aging research. And we said this sure | ooks like the
right set of things to look for in a program

And then as we've explained, for particular
prograns, you find that sonetinmes this ten fits well, and
sonetines we find that it takes a conbination of prograns to
cover all of the attributes.

And so it provides us with a tenplate. | want to
enphasi ze the ten elenents aren't a requirenent. It was a
tenpl ate that established the initial standard review plan
and the way that we proceeded with the first two renewal
application reviews.

And as a relatively crude device, it worked
reasonably well. As a natter of fact, | would argue that it
wor ked very wel |

We're now |l ooking at trying to refine the tools,
trying to refine the tenplates and the gui dance to be nore
specific, to take advantage of the experience that we've
seen, and also to learn howto do it better in the future.

And so if there is a different tenplate to use to
eval uate prograns, or if there is a way to evaluate
conbi nations of prograns nore efficiently, we'd like
f eedback.

Any ot her comments or questions? Any other
prograns you want to explore, Barry?

MR ELLIOT: No.
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MR GRIMES: You're not be adventuresone.

MR, ELLIOT: | would just Iike to conment about
the conment here. You raised an interesting point about do
we need to suppl enment or change the existing progranms when
new bel tline materials reach sone val ue?

Under the current policy on -- not policy, but
under the current evaluation, we are nost concerned about
the limting material. And so if the liniting material
doesn't change, the naterials in the capsule shouldn't have
to change.

However, we will rethink this because it's a good
point. And if there are -- naybe we have to have sone ki nd
of gui dance in the GALL about how sinilar do the naterials
have to be that are not limting that the surveillance
program material is applicable to? And we'll take that into
consi derati on.

MR GRIMES: | think Dr. Nickell wants an
opportunity for rebuttal

MR, NI CKELL: Not rebuttal. | just wanted to say
that | found the first part a conplete and direct answer to
my question; that is, as long as the words, limting
materials, are used, | believe that we're all very happy.

I"mnot sure why we want to explore any further
regulations, if, in fact, limting materials are covered by
what you're trying to acconplish

MR, ELLIOT: Right now, the limting material is
all we're worried about. | just don't know where you're
headed.

It seens like the materials in the vessel are very
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simlar, basically equivalent, and Iimting is okay.

MR GRIMES: But | will take the opportunity to
nmention that Paul Gunter previously pointed out that when we
articulate how we | ook at the adequacy of the prograns to
bound certain conditions, we need to be clear about how the
eval uati on bounds both the material properties of interest
and the intended functions that we rely on to perform
certain -- either safety functions or other regul atory
requi renents.

One of the other areas where you had a | ot of
conmments fromNElI on -- | think that a general area rel ated
to applicability of IVWE and |W. for contai nnent. Doug, did
you want to offer any insight in those areas in ternms of
whet her or not you think we're giving adequate consideration
to credit for those activities?

MR WALTERS: [|'Il have to defer to either Dr.

Ni ckell or John Carey in terns of the specifics, but | would
just comrent and give you feedback that | think it's another
exanpl e of where if you look at renewal as a process, it's
not clear why we would need to do anything different in the
renewal period to deal with those itens.

But | think that in terns of the specifics, I'lI
let -- if you want the technical --

MR, NI CKELL: Bob Nickell, EPRI. Do you want to

go, John, first? | was just going to say that as is often

the case in such discussions, the devil is in the details.
And it probably would be nore appropriate for us to wait
until we've had a chance to read the GALL report to see what

actual ly has been carried forward.
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But an exanpl e of one of the issues that was
rai sed by NEl was the need to do an Appendi x 8 type ASME
qualification fromultrasonic inspection that really is only
nmeasuring wall thickness, which is absurd.

And so we were argui ng about those details, as
opposed to the general tenor

Chris, your coment earlier, that |ooking at
accessible areas in order to nake a deternination where one
m ght want to inspect in inaccessible areas, in fact, is a
gui te accept abl e approach.

W were a little worried about the novenent
towards requiring inspection of inaccessible areas where
there is no evidence of a problemin an accessible area.

And |'mglad to hear that that's not the case any | onger
apparently.

[ Laught er.]

MR GRIMES: We'll wait and see if there are sone
suggestions to the contrary. M. Carey, would you like to
conment on that topic?

MR, CAREY: Yes, John Carey, EPRI. | nean, the
important thing is that we haven't seen the fall contai nment
section. So, we look forward to seeing that section

MR, GRIMES: But you have seen the extent to which
the staff has been exploring --

MR, CAREY: Through the application

MR GRIMES: That's correct.

MR, CAREY: That's right, and we believe that
IW/ITW is sufficient for license.

MR GRIMES: And you don't think that it needs to
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be augnent ed?

it should, where it

VR CAREY: No.

Does anybody have any comments that

MR GRI MES:
nm ght ?
MR, GUNTER

acronyns are, first?

think it's an acronym

Coul d you expl ain what those two

MR GRIMES: |'msorry. | don't

It's a code designation for a

chapter in the ASME code that applies to contai nnent

i nspection requirenents.

VR BAGCH :

contai nnents and |W. for

cont ai nnent s.

MR GRI MES:

Di d

say that correctly?

That's right, W for stee

rei nforced and prestressed concrete

If the ASME gets an opportunity to

change the structure of the code so that it's nore readily

under standabl e in plain english, we encourage you to do

t hat .

[ Laught er.]
MR LOCHBAUM

Sonet hing may be of interest to

people who are familiar with the '96 edition of the code.

There are sone things that

have been incorporated in there.

They are nore current and up to date, and naybe sone of that

materi al could get

54.21.c.1.3.i,

conti nuous basi s,

into the license renewal review.

Basically this programis acceptable, and Part

conti nuous basis. That,

cont ai nnent

integrity.
MR GRI MES:
MR MORANTE

al | ows sonebody to | ook at the progranms on a

| ook at the results of the programon a

| think, is the best way to ensure

Conmrent or question from M. Morante?

Yes,

I'mRich Mrante from
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Br ookhaven Nati onal

devel opi ng the GALL table that covers containnment.

there is no m sunderstandi ng,

Laboratory, and we were responsible for

when you read the GALL table

Just so

t hat covers contai nment, the issue of inaccessible areas is

still considered open.

And it is not

resol ved by follow ng 50.55. a.

That

will be subject to further discussion between the staff and

industry in the future in resolving that.

But | didn't want anyone to go away with the

msinterpretation that this has been resolved i n accordance

with the 50.5.a requirenents.

expl anati on

MR GRI MES:

about how to inplenment the inspection findings

that mght apply to inaccessible areas.

SO Yes. Just from discussion,

Al ec, did you have a coment or a question?

we certainly appreciate

that there is sone clarification as far as using |ater

edition of the code to satisfy sone of these requirenents.

One exanple that we certainly can think of,

specific exanple, i

prestressed and post-tensioning.

ke, for exanple, we are dealing with

have grouted tendons.

that sonme plants have additiona

t hat purpose.

Ckay, that's a very solid exanple in the sense

and sone clarification in that respect is certainly

appr eci at ed.

MR GRI MES:

DR LEE

Got am under st ands t hat

CGotam di d you understand that?

perfectly.

a

So we would |ook for a plant-specific

There are sone pl ans that

tendons installed just for

But that's for the denonstration of 40 years,
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[ Laught er.]

MR SO Yes, we had several discussions with M.
Bagchi .

MR, STENGER: Dan Stenger with Hopkins and Sutter
| have a licensing conmment on |WE/ IW.. M recollection was
when that rule was pronul gated, there was a specific
determ nati on by the Conmmission that | WE/ I W. was accept abl e
for license.

| was a little surprised to see in the SRP that
there was sonme question about that. | don't knowif
nm ssed sonet hing there.

MR GRIMES: Actually, there was a statenent, and
the statenent is a consideration for IV and | W that says
that the promul gation of those regulatory requirenents are
adequate for license renewal. | can tell you that | was a
little surprised by that conclusion, too.

And we're trying to -- still trying to ferret out
to what extent, how far we neant that that conclusion shoul d
go.

But I'Il tell you that the initial inpressionis
that when we | ook back at the review of the rul enaking
activity, | believe what we neant just wasn't clearly
articulated. W neant that conpliance of |WE/ IW. is not
i nconsistent with |icense renewal, which is a very different
concl usi on.

But that we still want to go through this exercise
of catal oging what |VWE and | W. do for agi ng managenent
prograns, and to see whether or not there's a need for any

augnment ati on of those activities.
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MR BAGCH : Can | ask for a favor? ldentify
t hose inconsi stencies and provi de those as your conments,
pl ease? This is a forumfor eliciting those conments, so
pl ease provi de your coments.

MR, STENGER: Sure, certainly. And one thing
woul d of fer, picking up on the point earlier, as you devel op
new regul ati ons, the ASME Code rul e that cane out recently,
what ever it is, the NRC could | ook at the new regul ati ons
and see if it will serve the purpose of Part 54, and nake a
determination that that's the case, and then | think it
could hel p avoid confusi on down the road.

MR, BAGCHI : Please forgive ne, but | do need to
clarify something. This is not just a Part 54 problem it's
a problemfor current Part 50 regul ation, inspection
prograns, plans, all of those things.

And the staff continuously receives requests for
exenption -- not exenption, but requests for relief on sone
of these requirenents, and alternatives are provided on the
basi s of argunents that these things do show up in the |ater
edition of the code, and it's just a matter of articulation
of your reasons for requesting relief.

MR GRIMES: M. Pickens, you want to nake a

coment ?

MR, PICKENS: Yes, Terry Pickens, Northern States

Power .

Chris, | wanted to ask you this: You nentioned
that looking at the |ist of exanples up there, that there is
a msmatch or you' re di sadvantaged because we're asking to

take credit for themin a way that they weren't necessarily
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i ntended when they were put in place.

| guess ny question is, looking at the list, other
than quality assurance and fire protection, can you conment
on whi ch of those are up there for reasons other than agi ng?

| guess that in the work that we've done, going
back to the basics of those prograns, they are all there to
respond to degradation, aging that's occurring for various
reasons, but they are there for those reasons.

MR CGRIMES: Yes. M general reaction is that
when we put this list together, we found that the extent to
whi ch these regul atory requirenments evol ved over tine,
didn't consistently ook at how well they manage applicabl e
agi ng effects, and that when the Conm ssion determn ned,
after its exercise in 1991, at a tinme when the NRC believed
that there were unique aging effects to the |icense renewal
period --

And it took us until 1995 to di scover that aging
effects are not unique to the license period. | don't know
why it took us that long to figure that out. NMbther Nature
didn't design aging on a 40-year cycle.

But | think that the nessage that you see when you
| ook across these prograns is that dependi ng on when they
cane about and how t hey've evol ved over tinme, that there are
varyi ng degrees to which these regul ated prograns
ef fectively nanage agi ng effects.

Sone don't need to be augnented at all; and others
need to be augnented sone. And | think the basic nessage
that we're trying to convey here is that we still have a

need to refl ect back on how even regul ated prograns, how



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

AN

R
LE

wel I they manage agi ng effects.

M. Mrante, you had another conment or question?

MR, MORANTE: Ch, no, sorry.

DR LEE: | guess that one other thing that |
wanted to add is that in Part 50 specs, the focus is on the
40 years. | guess we have comments on GQ Basically you
qualify for 40 years.

Your comments are on Appendi x G and Appendi x H
the PTS Rule. Those are for 40 years. So even though the
regul ations are in there to address certain aging effects,
but the focus is on 40, so you night need to do sonethi ng
nore on 60.

MR CGRIMES: VYes, I'd also like to add that early
inm career, | was directly involved in the devel opnent of
| eak testing requirenents under Appendi x J.

And | can tell you that we didn't viewthe primry
responsi bility of Appendix J to nmanage aging effects
associated with containment integrity. W were |ooking at
the ability of a process that was going to nonitor |eakage
conditions and then respond according to how the plant
responded to | eak testing, not necessarily to manage
particul ar agi ng effects.

But still, Appendix J is a useful tool to refer to
and to take credit for in terns of the inspection that it
provides for the containment. But it's a small part, as
conpared to the larger reliance that really gets to |IVE or
IVW. or plant wal kdowns.

There are other nore direct ways to nmanage agi ng

effects for contai nnent.
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MR, PICKENS: | had anot her question

MR GRIMES: Yes.

MR, PICKENS: Terry Pickens, Northern States
Power. 1Is the staff, in GALL, going to attenpt to identify
how they believe the aging is going to behave differently in
t he extended period of operation so that we can assess
sonmehow whet her or not the changes to the programare
adequate to address that change, or whatever it is?

DR LEE: | don't think we are saying that aging
is any different after year 40. W are saying the program
okay, like |I guess Paul Shemanski nentioned earlier on on
EQ okay, when you are to do the analysis to extend from 40
to 60, okay, there are certain nmethodol ogi es that need to be
used. Ckay. So he is looking to that. And Barry al so
nmentioned earlier about reactor vessel assurance program
If we tried to go from40 to 60 years, on your capsules,
okay, there are certain withdrawal schedul es that they want
to see. Ckay. That kind. It is not like aging is any
different.

MR GRIMES: You know, one other feature of the
program el enments, the process that we look at is that we
| ook for a process that is going to be self-correcting. A
programthat perforns inspections or nonitors plant
conditions and then responds accordingly. And | think the
br oadest exanple that we have referred to is reliance on
pronpt and effective corrective action in Appendi x B, and
that is a systemthat |ooks for trends, |ooks for root
causes and then adjusts the program accordingly.

So if aging effects are going to develop at a
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different rate in the future, we expect the process is going
to respond accordingly. That is a simlar concept that the
ASME code was founded on, and that was inspection techniques
that start off at a certain frequency and a certain --

| ooking for certain things, and then changes itself, or

nor phs into whatever it needs to do as it | earns and grows
and devel ops dat a.

And so in any of these prograns, we expect that
there is going to be a feedback | oop. Sone of these
prograns, you can see how t he feedback | oop has | earned and
has responded, and it has changed over tine. And others it
either hasn't had anything to learn from or it is |ooking
at an aging effect, or it is looking at sone effect that has
a long incubation period and won't be nanifest for sone
time.

Sonebody once asked ne, is a nuclear power plant
operator on a bathtub curve? |Is there a finite tinme at
which, all of a sudden, everything is going to start going
to hell and, you know, just going to conme apart? It is an
interesting question. | didn't answer it. And, no, Dave, |
don't know that | have to

MR, LOCHBAUM | was going to answer it for you,
but --

MR, GRIMES: Yeah, | thought so. Yes, M.

Pol aski .

MR, POLASKI: Fred Pol aski from PECO Energy.
Taking a | ook at the prograns you have listed up there that
are regul atory prograns, sone of those have their basis in

ot her codes beyond what the NRC s regul ations are. For
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exanpl e, ASME codes, and | think Barry Elliot nentioned ASTM
codes and requirenents for neutron enbrittlenent on the
vessel. And sone of these that were strictly regulation, it
is well defined within the NRC

If, in your review of these for GALL, as we go
through this for license renewal, there is a determ nation
nmade that the programor the code is not adequate for beyond
40 years, is it the NRCs intent to go back and go back
t hrough the code process and the process for changi ng
regul ati ons and get the codes updated, and the regul ations
updated, so they specify what the requirenents are for 60
years? M way of |ooking at that, that provides the
ultimate stability for license renewal if the regul ations
and the codes address the interval out to 60 years, and
maybe even beyond, because license renewal isn't limted to
60 years, it could go beyond 60 years.

MR, GRIMES: That is an interesting concept. W
have gone forward on the basis that where we see shortfalls
in the practices or the regulations, as it applies to
ef fective agi ng managenent for the period of extended
operation, that rather than go back and either try and
change the code or change the regulation, is we would sinply
-- we would address the delta, and that is the way that we
are proceeding with this process. But David nentioned
before that, you know, there is a possibility we could
sinply declare a noratoriumon license renewal and go fix
all of the related regul ati ons, code, standards and
practices, and bring themall up to a point where, you know,

they satisfy all the agi ng nanagenent needs, and then we
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m ght -- we could probably argue that you don't need |license
renewal , you just let the process go forward fromthere.
That is a concept that is used in sonme other countries.

MR, POLASKI: And ultimately you may get there,
but | think you will never get to the point of understanding
what all those deltas are unless you get through the
existing process. So | don't think it is going to get there
for the first 10 or 15 applicants, but maybe for the | ast
plants that were licensed, or the second hal f, you may
ultimately get there.

The other thing is that if you do it -- one of ny
concerns is, if you do it just through the GALL process and
you get into areas where it is up to an individual |icensee
to make those determ nations what it is you need for that
additional tinme period, and you are going through the
reviews, that allows the possibility of regulatory creep to
play in and, you know, not get it to the point that we are
as efficient and stable as we possibly could be. [If it gets
defined in code and everybody is going through the code
process, then it is very clear what it is you need to do.

So | don't think that is a short-term solution
but | think it ultinmately is where you could lead to to get
the ultimately stability and predictability out of the
process.

MR CGRIMES: That is a good coment and that is
one that we will hang onto for the next phase in this
process after we get the initial guidance resolved, is to go
back to the Comm ssion with recommendati ons for rul emaki ng,

and that is certainly an area where we could reconmend the
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Conmi ssi on consi der rul emaking as a sol ution

O her comments or questions about regul ated
events?

MR WALTERS: |Is it an appropriate tinme to ask a
clarifying question about how you dealt with these in GALL
or should | save it?

MR GRIMES: Co ahead.

MR, WALTERS: | recall at sone point there was a
statement nmade by the staff that, for exanple, 50.49 is not
a program It is a regulation, it is not a program

MR GRIMES: Actually, | believe --

MR, WALTERS: Oh, go ahead.

MR GRIMES: Co ahead.

MR WALTERS: Well, | was going to say ny question
is, if that is the case, if, in fact, the regulation is not
a program could you just help nme at |east understand, when
we see GALL, and we see an evaluation of, say, EQ which we
have seen in the one chapter you sent out, but as we see
t hese other ones, was the eval uati on done actually on the
regul ation, or was it done | ooking at the inplenmenting
gui dance docunents for the regulation and trying to assess
how a program woul d be crafted to address that regul ation?

MR, GRIMES: Yeah, let ne start off by saying that
I think that -- and we didn't transcribe the dial ogues that
we had with the neetings, but if you go back and | ook at the
nmeeting sunmaries that we put together, when we were first
tal ki ng about environnent qualification, it wasn't that we
said EQis not a programas nmuch as we were trying to say,

you sinply can't say conpliance with 50.49 constitutes
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adequat e agi ng nanagenent. W were | ooking for the
underlying practice and, in fact, | would encourage you to
t hi nk about what is a program \Wat are the attributes of a
progr anf

We have put some program nanmes up here. W have
said EQis a program but it doesn't operate in isolation
it operates in the middle of sone other things. And
prograns are really a convenience for us. Wen we refer to
a program it is sinply that collection of procedures,
practices, and standards that are conveniently related to
one objective. The ASME code is called a program but it is
a collection of practices that are related towards the
integrity of the pressure boundary.

Environnental Qualification is called a program
but it was actually that collection of practices,
procurenent activities, design activities, testing
activities. You know, all those things fit together in
order to establish a qualified Iife for electrica
conponent s.

So we have to be nore careful in the future, |
t hi nk, about referring to prograns, you know, too broadly,
or in too general aterm \What we are |looking for is the
underlying i nplenmenting guidance and its features, and how
t hose i npl enenti ng gui dance, or the inplenenting practices
sati sfy the needs of managi ng aging effects for particul ar
conponents that are within the scope of renewal.

Does that answer your question?

MR, WALTERS: Yes, | was just trying to understand

when GALL is -- or when we see it and reviewit, was the
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review of a progran? | nean is the way this is, | think
spelled out. But what was really reviewed and what is the
evaluation really focusing on? And | didn't knowif it was
-- | didn't think it was one singular thing. It seened to
nme it was sone of the -- nost of what you had in the
ref erence colum and nmaybe the regulation itself. But |
offer that in contrast to you did not go back -- well, maybe
you did. | should ask that question, or maybe give you that
as feedback. Maybe you should go back and | ook at the
prograns in a specific plant to see howdid they do it. |
don't know if you did that or not.

MR CGRIMES: Actually, we did, that is what caused
us to look at this in the first place. Wen we started
goi ng out and exploring how EQ is being inplenmented for the
first two applicants, the industry's reaction is, you are
reverifying conpliance with 50.49. And we said, no, we are
trying to understand how the inplenenting practices manage
agi ng effects. Not whether or not you conply w th 50. 49,
but how does the practice of conplying with 50.49 provide
for managi ng aging effects for the systens, structures and
conponents within the scope of |icense renewal ?

MR, WALTERS: Al right.

MR GRIMES: Paul, do you want to add anything to
t hat ?

MS. SHEMANSKI: Yes, | would like to add the point
that when | ran through the initial EQ program eval uati ons
back in the early to md '80s, in which we had extensive EQ
i nspections at each and every operating reactor, the focus

there was to look at -- to see how the licensees qualified
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their equipnent. W looked at primarily test reports to, in
fact, ensure that the qualified lifes that were clai ned
were, in fact, legitinate, those conponents were qualified
for 40 years.

Now, we cone to renewal and there was a slightly
different twist. 1In renewal, it seens that the option of
choice is to go to reanalysis, that is from40 to 60 years.
We never | ooked at reanalysis early on because plants did
not claimor utilize, they had no reason to utilize
reanal ysis early on. They sinply denonstrated qualified
lifes by test reports, so there was a new twi st here for
renewal , knowi ng that plants now would prefer to use
reanal ysis for extending the life from40 to 60 years, and
that was why we wanted to look at the attributes. How are
you going to do that? How are you going to naintain, or how
are you going to collect data showi ng that your new
operating tenperatures are | ower than what was used
initially? So that is why the focus for renewal, at
least on EQ is primarily in the reanalysis area. That was
why we sent out sone very specific questions to BCGE and t ook
a hard ook to see how Duke actually did their reanalysis
calcul ations extending the qualified life. So there was a
little different twist on EQ here for renewal .

MR, WALTERS: But you woul dn't argue that
reanal ysis is accounted for in the regul ation?

MR SHEMANSKI: It's allowed for

Testing is a preferred method of qualifying a
pi ece of equipnment. Test plus analysis is acceptable, so

basi cally what they are doing now is using previous test
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data to extend the qualified life from40 to 60 years and we
found that to be acceptable provided that it is done in a
proper nmanner.

MR GRIMES: Comment ?

MR, SANWARWALLA:  Yes. M nanme is Mansoor
Sanwarwal | a from Sargent & Lundy. Question for Paul --
Paul , if you go back and say now that 40 year testing plus
anal ysis for --

THE REPORTER: Coul d you pl ease use the
nm cr ophone - -

MR, SANWARWALLA: -- 40 years testing plus
anal ysis for | EEE 323 1983 edition -- why won't the NRC go
back and endorse the | EEE

The question that Ted Pol aski asked earlier is why
don't we have the standard that controls -- why won't the
NRC now go back and endorse the 323 1983 edition that will
all ow us to go back and use their standard to extend the
life of these EQ conponents?

MR, SHEMANSKI: As you know, NRC does not
currently endorse --

MR, SANWARWALLA: Right.

MR SHEMANSKI: -- the | EEE 323 1983. However,
that particular docunent is in the process of being revised
and | ama nmenber of the working group representing NRC on
that particular subject. Right nowit is still in the draft
stage and it is currently being devel oped. Perhaps NRC will
endorse it, but at this point NRC has not endorsed that
particul ar docunent.

However, that is not to say that reanal ysis cannot
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be used for extending the qualified Iife from40 to 60
years. W did approve that technique for Duke, particularly
on their cables.

MR, GRIMES: That gets back to another conment
that we had earlier in terms of if you just -- if we could
sinmply say, well, the process is going to manage the codes
and standards and regul atory requirenents, and the process
will provide for the underlying basis by which those codes
and standards and regul atory requirenents manage agi ng
effects, but what do we do in the nmeantine while some of
these things are noving targets?

Can we establish a baseline and to the extent that
we can pin down those specific aspects of these standards
and practices that manage agi ng effects, then that provides
gui dance to the industry on our expectation, but in sone
cases these codes and standards go to changes in practices
or evol ution of technol ogy that are changi ng the codes and
standards for other reasons.

It doesn't nean that we can't nmake a findi ng about
t he adequacy of agi ng nanagenent while the bar height is
being adjusted, if you will, for other reasons, for other
changes. Paul Col ai anni

MR CCLAIANNI: Yes, Paul Colaianni, Duke Power.

Just as a point of clarification, | amtalKking
about prograns in the attributes, prograns relating to EQ EQ
EQ is probably not the best exanple of that, and obviously
fromthe GALL draft EQ wasn't used as a driver out of the
attri butes since seven of the attributes would not have to

be addressed for EQ so it is obviously not the driver of
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those attributes. That nay be a bad exanpl e.

MR, GRIMES: Thank you. Yes.

MR, SANWARWALLA: This is again Mansoor
Sanwarwal | a from Sargent & Lundy. The question | have is
stepping away fromlicense renewal, but the reanalysis
portion that we are tal king about now extends the life of
sonme of these conponents -- can we go back and use the sane
reanalysis to extend the life that is being used for life
ext ensi on?

MR GRIMES: |'msorry, could you repeat the
guestion? | didn't understand the question

MR SANWARWALLA:  For |icense renewal, we have
gone back and done reanalysis to extend the life to 60
years, try to justify extension of the life to 60 years.
Conponents that are already existing in plants, does the
NRC, will the NRC go back and endorse the sane phil osophy to
extend the life of conponents that have short |ives right
now?

MR, SHEMANSKI: Conponents with qualified Iives of
40 years or less than 40 years are short-1lived and outside
the scope of renewal, so we are only tal ki ng about extending
the qualified Iife of conponents that are currently
qualified for 40 years and typically the Arrhenius
nmet hodol ogy is used and if the |icensee could show that the
operating environnent is a | ower tenperature now than what
was used in the original calculations, then they have a
pretty good shot at being able to extend the qualified life.

MR GRIMES: Getting back to the underlying

phi | osophi cal aspect, the regul ation was set up predicated
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on tinme limted aging analysis falling into one of three
cat egori es.

It is either already qualified for 60 years and
for sone equi pnent the original qualification basis may have
ext ended beyond 60 years; it is nodified so that it is now a
60-year qualified life; or it is going to be managed in the
future. Those are the three categories provided for in the
i cense renewal rule.

VWhat we found is that we are really evaluating the
process by which those cal cul ati ons are done anyhow and so
rather than to try and draw separate judgnents about the
results of those three classes, we are still going to have
to make judgnments about the adequacy of the procedures and
practices that are going to devel op the concl usions for
t hose anal yses regardl ess of when the anal yses are done.

So one efficiency that | see in the future for
rulemaking is to elimnate the concept of tine linited aging
anal ysis and just concentrate on the underlying practices
that are used to nanage the analysis results.

When | say that though, | tend to frighten off
some ot her fol ks who say, yeah, but that might sweep in a
ot of short lived stuff too. Paul?

MR, COLAI ANNI:  Paul Col ai anni agai n, Duke Power.

Just as a point of clarification, | mean actually
the extending of qualified |ives, that is nothing new.

Li cense renewal was very visible in that it did it from40
to 60 years but it is the sanme practice under the current
regul ati on that has been taking place for short lived

conponents outside of license renewal. |If sonething had a
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10 year qualified Iife, you get a better idea of what
tenperature it is actually exposed to. You can extend the
gqualified Ilife of that conponent, so the reanalysis is
nothing new. |t has been done since the beginning of the
regul ati on.

MR GRIMES: And actually that raises a good point
in ternms of a nunber of the coments that we got from NEl on
trying to develop guidelines for the scope and depth of the
NRC s review is although you forget it when we tal k about
fee recovery, we don't have all the tine in the world to
know everyt hing that goes on in these prograns and practices
and the plant operators have a | ot of experience that they
could share that woul d bol ster the expl anati on about how
these prograns are inplenented to denonstrate how effective
they are at doing things like extending qualified life for
el ectrical equipnent.

Qur experience is linited and to the extent that
you can suppl enment that experience with explanations about
t hese practices, how often they are inplenmented, how nuch
experi ence underlies sone of these prograns, that is going
to inprove public confidence in the ability of these
prograns to effectively nmanage aging for the period of
ext ended operation

While that is often viewed in terns of regul atory
reporting burdens, | would argue that you should think in
terns of how can the material that you provide in a license
renewal application nake a nore effective denonstration
rather than just be a | ot of words on paper

We have tal ked about the exanple prograns. Does
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anybody have an exanple of a regulated programthat is not
on the list that perhaps should be because it is inportant
inrelationship to license renewal ?

[ No response.]

MR CGRIMES: | pronised | wouldn't talk a | ot but
it is getting harder and harder.

Wul d you like to break for lunch? GCkay, in that
case keep thinking about suggestions and feedbacks and
i mprovenent in the process, and under the circunstances we
will just go ahead and follow the schedule and we will plan
on reconvening at 1:15 in this room

[ Wher eupon, at 11:57 p.m, the neeting was

recessed, to reconvene at 1:15 p.m, this sane day.]
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AFTERNOON SESSI ON

[1:15 p.m]
MR GRIMES: Well, first of all, 1'd like to ask
that everyone take their seats and get confortable. Are
there any questions or comment that you thought about with
respect to regul ated progranms while you were |unching that
we shoul d address before we go on to the next agenda itenf
[ No response.]
MR GRIMES: If not, I'll turn it over to Stephane

Cof fin.

MS. COFFIN. Thanks, Chris. Before we broke for

lunch, Barry Elliot |led the section where we were tal king

about agi ng nanagenent prograns that stemfromregul ations

and rul es and tech specs.

And here we're doing the sanme sort of thing, but

with a twist. These are what we call reactive prograns, and

those are prograns that are the result of a Bulletin or a

Ceneric Letter.

A lot of these, when you're famliar with them

you realize that a ot of these directly address agi ng

nmanagenment concerns that apply very easily and very sinply

to |license renewal

And one exanple of those that | can discuss right

now, just to sort of get the ball rolling, is the boric acid

corrosion inspection programthat |icensees devel oped in

response to a Ceneric Letter 88-05.

result of

And just as a very brief background, 88-05 was the

repeat ed i nstances of problens where we had
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excessi ve corrosion of carbon steel, low alloy stee
conponents due to exposure to concentrated boric acid.

As a result of that, a nunber of ions cane out,
and finally the G, which we requested |icensees devel op a
programto address this issue. And for nost plants, what
this turns out to be is a periodic wal kdown of all their
borated water systens to | ook for | eakage and to address
findi ngs when they detect |eakage in terns of correcting the
| eakage, obviously, and eval uating the consequences of any
corrosion.

And the staff reviewed that in |license renewa
space, and really found there wasn't any additiona
requi renents that needed to be net for |icense renewal.

If you sit back and you think about that, it makes
a lot of sense. The aging nechanismis the sane, you just
need to continue the programthrough the |icense renewal
peri od.

And | have listed up there, several other prograns
that stem from Generic Letters or Bulletins, and we have
peopl e here that can directly address specifics of those.

But now | can just sort of open the floor up for any kind of
conments on any of these prograns.

You can conment.

MR, GRIMES: Yes, as Stephane nentioned, these are
exanpl es of instances where operating experi ences have
identified specific aging nechani sns and detrinental effects
that needed to be coped with, and they're referred to as
el ements of agi ng managenent prograns, and we think they

ought to be appropriately credited to the extent that there
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is a consistent or a typical treatnment anongst plants.

Doug, would you like to offer any observations?

MR, WALTERS: Yes, Doug Walters, NEI. [I'lI
observe that we provided an exanple in a paper we wote
about Ceneric Letter 89-13, and I'Il just reiterate what we
said in that letter.

In our view, Generic Letter 89-13 should be
credited as an acceptabl e agi ng managenent program because
it specifically identifies, certainly for heat exchangers,
that there is sone significant fouling that can occur as a

result of age-related in-leakage and corrosion or erosion

That's clearly delineated in the Letter. That is

a concern because of sone concern with being able to verify
heat transfer capabilities. So | think that at |east those
two el ements, we've identified what the intended function

is, and what the aging effect is.

| would caveat that to say that intended function

is conpletely agreed on in the industry is prenmature, but
certainly for the sake of this exanple, that CGeneric letter
identified the aging effect of concern. It clearly
identified what the scope is, and it identifies what the
function is.

And there is, | believe, an attachnment to that
Ceneric Letter that indicates what kind of programthe NRC
woul d find acceptable for managi ng that aging. Again, |
won't go into all that, but based on the fact that in our
readi ng of the generic letter, it's got those four el enents.
We think that's one you probably don't need to ook at in

much nore detail.
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MS. COFFIN. Doug, | spent a lot of tinme |ooking
over for Cconee. This issue didn't really conme up with
Cal vert because we were still westling with the heat
exchanger function. But for Cconee, they -- instead of just
witing a very sinple answer, you know, that we conply with
89-13, they essentially gave us their heat exchanger
performance testing.

And so that's sort of the very subtle twist, is
that, yes, you have an adequate response to the Generic
Letter, but you need to show how that response turns into an
agi ng managenent program and Cconee did that very well.

That's the sort of only extra work that we have to
go for a lot of these prograns, where the obvious intent of
the GL wasn't necessarily an agi hg nanagenent program

MR, WALTERS: Yes, | would just conment on that,
that, again, | think this is an exanple that highlights
maybe sonme confusion we have in the industry. Here's an
exanpl e of a Generic Letter issued by the NRC

It identifies what aging effect is -- strike that.
It identifies the aging effect of concern, based on
operating experience, | believe. It talks about
functionality, but |I think, nore inportantly, it identifies
a programthat the NRC staff would find acceptable.

Now, what | don't understand is in terms of GALL
why the review wouldn't focus first on, well, what did we
ask the licensee to consider? And if -- now, you may cone
back and say it doesn't have all ten attributes.

Well, | don't know about that, but just on the

face of it, it's not clear to nme why GALL woul dn't focus
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first on what did the Agency ask of the licensee? And are
we satisfied that a programthat conplies -- did we nean
what we said? Did we nean that this programthat's in
Appendi x Ato the Generic Letter is adequate for nanagi ng
that agi ng or not?

And if it is, why isn't that sufficient to say in
GALL, and then a licensee could say, well, that's what ny
program | ooks like or -- let nme also be clear; we're not --
we don't support, necessarily, the position that even in
that instance, it's a one-sentence discussion in the
application.

There's got to be nore information, but for
purposes of GALL, | don't understand why sonething |ike that
woul dn't work, just |ooking at what the Generic Letter asked
for.

DR LEE: This is Sam Lee from Li cense Renewal
Branch. |In GALL, that's exactly what we did before. W
asked to |l ook at the CGeneric Letters and Bulletins to find
out what the Conmmi ssion requested the |icensees to do.

And based on that, we tried to evaluate based on
the ten attributes. And if it's acceptable, we had to cone
to the conclusion that it's acceptable.

And now to go back to sonewhat the -- the rea
experi ence, we found that in some places we actually have to
rem nd the applicant that I|ike the bolting program the
Bulletin 82-02, we have to renmind the applicant that, gee,
you have this programin place, why didn't you nention that
and credit that? To us, that has certain attributes that

manage agi ng. GCkay, so, | guess it's two ways.
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We actually find places, instances,
prograns are not relied on for |icense renewal,

shoul d be.

wher e t hese

and t hey

MR GRIMES: | think it gets back to another

conmrent that Dave nentioned and NEI has pointed out as well

interns of the extent and | evel of detail of commtnents to

continue these prograns and to incorporate themas part of

the licensing basis, at least in the exanple of these

reactor progranms, the Ceneric Letters and Bulletins,

dependi ng on the extent to which these commitnents then get

fol ded back into the FSAR or becone a part of the licensing

basis of the plant so that they can be relied upon through

the period of extended operation, is a part of that question

about the devil in the details.

You know, how far down do we go in the details of

the conmitted actions, and incorporating theminto the

licensing basis for future changes?

think that that's

an area that we want to pursue as part of GALL as well.

When you' re conmenting on the attributes of these prograns,

keep in mind that these are going to becone attributes which

beconme our expectation in ternms of incorporating theminto

the licensing basis and relying on them for that

Dave, you had a conment?

pur pose.

MR LOCHBAUM |

coupl e of process questions that will turn to observations,

if you don't have the answers today.

The first was the fact that it was reactive

progranms inplies, at least to nme, that the GALL process

i ncl udes sone formal mechanismto review energing i ssues in

the future to see if they need to be addressed,

or

that the

had a
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NRC is going to stop being reactive, one or the other. [|I'm
just curious as to which.

And since that becane an observation, the second
one, is there a managenent directive that governs the GALL
process or sone other procedure? MR GRIMES: Well, the
response to the first observation is, | expect the NRCis
going to continue to be reactive, and that is to act on
| essons, act on operating experience, and nake consci ous
deci si ons about whether or not regulatory requirenents,

i ncludi ng our expectations for |icense renewal are going to
be revi sed and updat ed.

MR LOCHBAUM And that also nmeans that the GALL
process has sone formal nechanismto view the output of that
reactive node?

MR GRIMES: That's correct. | would expect that
if not GALL, specifically, the standard review plan, at
| east woul d be considered as it needs to be revised as
future |l essons are | earned and future experience evol ves.

Ri ght now we're going to concentrate on naking the
| argest whack at these agi ng managenent progranms, but then
we will have to establish as part of our event eval uation
and feedback process, how |icense renewal specifically would
fit into changes in guidance or changes in requirenents.

O her comments or questions?

VMR BOMAN  Marvin Bownan, Constellation Nucl ear

One observation, Chris, is a need for a clear
definition of what's different for license renewal. Wen we
get into inplenentation space and we go out and deal with

t he stakeholders in the plant and we tell themwe've
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credited your programfor license renewal, the first
guestion we typically get fromthemis, okay, so what's
different?

And if we can't define for themwhat's different
now, they will have a difficult tinme in the future
understanding if we put a hook in their procedures that says
this is credited for license renewal, they'll have a hard
time figuring out what is different about that program

And what we try to avoid is having them go back
down the same two parallel paths to end up at the very sane
source; that is, the requirenment is no different, the
functions are no different, the aging effects are no
different, the requirenents for functionality are no
different.

And | woul d encourage that in GALL you try to
spell that out really clearly, if there is a difference, or
if there is not a difference. | think you need both.

MR GRIMES: That's a good conmment, and it gets
back to the observation | nade before in terns of the major
difference that | see is that there nay be el enents,
particularly for these reactive progranms, where the response
to the Generic Letter or a response to an information
notice, even, is probably nore appropriate where those
actions aren't going be any different, but now they're going
to be folded into the program sunmary or the feature of the
programthat goes into the final safety analysis report for
whi ch future changes woul d be subjected to a 50.59
eval uati on.

And that gets back to a concern that the industry
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rai sed before in terns of to what extent do | get credit for
conmi tment managenent? And we're trying to nmake a clear
distinction here that there is a difference between
conmi t ment managenent and taking actions to respond to
particul ar plant circunmstances, and then a change in the
i censing basis.

And we're trying to very clearly define what is
di fferent about the licensing basis. And that's gotten us

into sone details as well.

O her comments or questions? Do you have any
exanpl es of other programs that we should -- reactive
prograns or evolutionary activities that we ought to reflect
on when we go back and | ook at the content of GALL?

Either we did a very good job in preparing for
this nmeeting, or we --

MR DAVIS: This is JimbDavis fromthe staff. The
exanpl e of CGeneric Letter 89-13 is sonmething |'ve worked a
ot on. There were a lot of |icensees who responded to it,
and it's kind of a difficult area to treat. So | do think
we need to review it each case.

"Il give you an exanple: The EPA has cl eaned up
the waters quite a bit in the United States over tine. And
plants |i ke Haddam Neck have never had a probl em and
suddenly devel oped a big problemwith MC. It was basically
i n stagnant areas.

I"mnot sure that that programtells you to | ook
at different flow areas within the plant, anything under

about three feet per second can develop MC. And it had a
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M C where they found the problemwas in the energency diese
generators where the water wasn't noving at all

And in order to solve their problem they had to
increase their biocide |evels, which violated their state
agreenment with the state of PA so they couldn't do that.

Sonetinmes controlling MCis a very conplicated
process. It normally requires that you call sonebody in
that's an expert at it.

Anot her problemthat we're running into, and this
evol ved very quickly, are things |ike the zebra nussels.
They cane into the Great Lakes and they've been sighted in
California now.

And a lot of plants that never had any probl em
Wi th Zebra nussels are going to have probl ens, because they
do travel and they clog everything up and nake a real ness.

MR GRIMES: Oher coments or questions? Yes,
conmrent over here.

MR, MENOCAL: Tony Menocal, Florida Power and
Light. The draft GALL report that | saw, the one section,
somet hing that was not clear to ne was | saw that the format
of the GALL report was based on systens, and then based on
conponent | evel .

I's the agi ng nechani sns and effects addressed
there, internal and external, addressed on a conponent
level, or it looked like a lot of it was based on interna
and then external was naybe addressed el sewhere. | didn't
see the whol e | ayout.

DR. LEE: Those are conponent |evels. Sonetines

you mi ght not see external because there m ght not be any
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agi ng effects.

MR, MENOCAL: Right, in sone cases.

DR. LEE: Sone cases, just external is the
environnent so there's no aging effect, so you will not see
that. But if you believe that there is sone aging effect
that's missing, you know, by all neans, coment.

MR MENOCAL: So the intent then is to address
both internal and external for each component?

DR. LEE: That's right, for each conmponent or for
each system

MR GRIMES: Dave?

MR, LOCHBAUM | guess an exanple of a reactive
program fromthe comments that were nade this norning were
t he 50.54f request that went out in Cctober of '96. It
seened to be a reactive programon the categories that
shoul d be covered.

MR CGRIMES: Yes, to the extent that we expressed
a concern about how design basis is being naintai ned, and
that also gets to the conmment about we have to explain how
that fits, how the whole regulatory process fits into the
i cense renewal decision, specifically. But that gets nore
to scopi ng than the agi ng managenent prograns.

M. Herman, you want to nmake a coment ?

MR, HERMAN:. Yes, | was just going to comment on
sonme additional reactive prograns that really don't fall in
t he category of NRC nmandated prograns, but may reflect the
way we're going on sone operating issues today, voluntary
prograns to address sonme of these reactive issues in lieu of

regul atory requirenents |like, for instance, the VIP program
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for reactor internals or the MRP, Materials Research Project
Program for addressing barrel forner bolts.

Al those would fall into the category of prograns
for managi ng agi ng, and then they may well get credited by
licensees if they choose for prograns.

But simlar issues with process for voluntary
i ssues are under review and devel opnent right now. And the
Conmi ssion is asking that we devel op a Conmi ssion paper to
go through the process to ensure stakehol der participation
to ensure everything is done in those prograns to | et people
take a part in the prograns.

I think they will probably in sone cases play as
big a part of license renewal as sone of these other
prograns that are based on what |'Il say are ol der NRC
requi renents.

MR CGRIMES: VYes, to clarify the record, the VIP
that Bob referred to, as many of you know, is the Vesse
Internals Program but the specific comment as it relates to
how do we go about crediting industry initiatives, where
evol ution is occurring and we expect that certain activities
like naterials reliability prograns are going to go explore
sonme of the questions about extent of aging nmechani sms and
the need for specific practices to be instituted is sonmewhat
probl ematic for us because those comitnents are attributed
to the industry as a whole, as opposed to specific
conmitnents that we could point to and rely on and say that

we know how they are going to evol ve

MS. COFFIN. That was the case for steam
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generators. W don't rely just on tech specs, but we rely
very heavily in |license renewal space on industry
initiatives, NEI 97-06, and all these associated EPR
gui del i nes.

That wasn't a surprise, | don't think, to anybody
with the PWR that they would have to conmit to all of those
extra initiatives. It wasn't an initiative, really, but it
definitely went above and beyond current regul atory,
stringent regulatory requirenents.

MR, GRIMES: Any other questions or coments about
reactive prograns? M. Carey?

MR, CAREY: John Carey, EPRI. For sone of the
exanpl es for F&E that are up there, | know you tal ked about
the service water, but could you indicate a couple of other
areas where you found existing progranms required further
eval uation?

MS. COFFIN.  Probably one of the hardest things
when you're an actual tech reviewer and you're review ng
these prograns is that you're really having to follow the
SRP gui del i nes, those ten elenments that are all listed up
there.

And in sone cases, when you close out a GDL, you
haven't gone through those ten elenents. So the engi neer
has to nake a connecti on between -- either has to ask the
applicant to nmake the connection, or has to nmake the
connection for hinself or herself, how the closing out of
the GL addresses the SRP el enents.

And one exanple that | can give you is for 88-05.

| use that one because | know it very well. Wen we closed
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out that G, we didn't go to every plant and verify every
pl ant's program

We | ooked at about 10 plants and got a sense,
wote a NUREG and got a sense -- did sporadic inspections
at other plants to follow up on that particul ar issue, but
we cane to a reasonabl e assurance finding.

Now transl ating that NUREG that | ooks specifically
at a couple plants into sonething that was defendabl e and
scrutabl e for Calvert and OCconee took sone extra steps to
nmake sure we understood conpletely their programand how it
nmet all of those elenents, but the licensee didn't really
need to change their program

VWhat | saw nost often with these reactive prograns
was that |icensees wanted to expand the applicability of
t hese prograns beyond what they were originally intended
for, and that was the nost common thing that | saw that
required review was wanting to take advantage of their heat
exchanger performance for a new heat exchanger that cane
into scope just because of license renewal. It wasn't an
original part of the generic letter on heat exchangers, for
exanpl e.

MR GRIMES: Actually, that is a good point. |
think a |l ot of what we see in the way of program changes is
not so nuch that the programhas changed. It's that the
agi ng managenent has changed, but its scope nmay change
because now, reflecting on the scope for |icense renewal,
utilities are going to find that they need to cover things
like -- and | will ask JimDavis to junp in -- didn't the

applicants expand the scope of the bolting programto cover
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fasteners and systens or areas that they hadn't addressed
bef ore?

MR, DAVIS: Actually, | think that that had been
addressed in sone of the earlier generic letters and
bulletins, but basically what occurred is the origina
standards for bolts said that a lot of themlike the 4140s
and the high strength steel bolts were a mninumyield
strength of 125 ksi, and what we found after awhile was that
if you get over 150 ksi you start getting into a stress
corrosi on problem

When we reviewed the bolting at Calvert diffs,
they have a | arge nunber, a large fraction of their bolting
is over 150 ksi and so we asked themto do a review to show
that those were safe.

They did, and based on operating experience they
hadn't seen any failures of those bolts, even though you
m ght expect to see sone probl ens but just based on an
experience. But we will keep an eye on that during the
future to see if they do start developing a problembut wth
as many years of operating experience as they have, it
doesn't seemlikely that all of a sudden they would start
cracki ng.

MR GRIMES: M. Valters?

MR, WALTERS: Doug Walters, NEI. Just a
clarifying question on this point. Does the GALL include
t hese additional things, or when you | ooked at a programdid
you look at it for the expanded scope or did you stick to
the scope that you thought was applicable to the progranf

M5. COFFIN.  For GALL?
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MR WALTERS: Yes.

MS. COFFIN. | think, well, Sam you can stop ne
if 1"'mwong, you stuck to what the original intent for the
agi ng managenent program was, because that nmight differ from
plant to plant how they want to apply their program

DR. LEE: For GALL the way have done it is we took
out the generic letter bulletin and used scope and eval uate
for the applicants. |If an applicant actually uses that
program beyond the scope, okay, it is the applicant's
responsibility. It is beyond GALL

MR, WALTERS: Yes, let ne just nake sure. \What |
am asking though is if Calvert or Cconee did that and you
reviewed that, did you factor that in to what is in GALL or
did you just cut the scope at whatever the scope was for the
generic letter?

DR LEE: | think for GALL we cut it off at
what ever the generic letter -- yes.

MR, WALTERS:. Ckay.

DR LEE: But | guess | want to add sonethi ng.
There's one thing about this. W have prograns, okay? This
is programs to address operating experience. You have seen
some aging effects like the control rod drive nmechanismis
cracked so we have a generic letter, okay? -- so that
addresses a particular aging effect on a particul ar
conponent .

VWhat we find is for the agi ng managenment program
when we did the review, those prograns would nost |ikely be
okay -- of course we already have gone through the exercise.

We found out this conmponent can degrade and this is an
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adequate program The way we solved this, we need nore
review on a programwhich is nore general, nore high |evel
that covers the whole system so that is what Ji mwas
tal ki ng about, plant specifics. W need to deal with it,
but ot herwi se these are adequate. That's what we found.

MR GRIMES: M. Mrante

MR MORANTE: Rich Morante from Brookhaven
Nati onal Lab. | wanted to point out that in addition to the
reactive prograns there are certain prograns that are
defined by Regul atory Quides, such as 1.127 for inspection
of water control structures. In our evaluation of what is
requi red for nanagi ng aging of Category 1 structures, water
control structures were part of that scope, and we did
eval uate a programin accordance with that Regul atory QGuide
for its acceptability for license renewal and that program
has been eval uated and basically we have identified that if
you follow a programthat is neets the requirenments of Reg
Qui de 1.127 then you have a programto adequately manage
wat er control structures, so while it is not a reactive
programin the sense that it is mandatory, it is a program
t hat has been defined, gui dance has been provided to
i ndustry, and we are basically identifying it as an
accept abl e nmet hodol ogy for nmanagi ng agi ng for water control
structures.

MR CGRIMES: Ckay. | would like to take the
opportunity that Rich presents to point out that we always
devel op regul atory gui dance in the context of -- this one
acceptabl e way to do sonet hi ng

In getting back to a coment that Doug nade
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earlier, we expect that license renewal applications are
going to say a little bit nore than | do it this way -- with
a very terse little programdescription -- we woul d expect
applicants to say enough about what they are doing in the
way of agi ng nmanagenent prograns to provi de substance to a
safety eval uation basis, but there nay be applicants who
want to say, well | amgoing to do it differently, and to
the extent that the industry and the public are interested
in a stable, predictable process, the extent of departures
is going to make it that nuch nore difficult to achieve
stability and predictability if folks are going to start
tal ki ng about doing things differently rather than doing
t hi ngs the sane.

That is a part of the bal ance we want to achi eve
too. You have comments on what the standards are for the
acceptability of a program because you think that those
prograns are going to be evolving or are going to change or
they are going to be a lot of folks that want to do it
different, and we would like to get those kinds of coments

back fromyou as you are |ooking through the GALL report.

Q her comments or questions about reactive
prograns? M. Hermnn?

MR, HERMANN: | guess just one other conmment about
per haps nmechani snms. The last itemon this program addresses
control rod drive mechani smnozzles. That program nay vary
fromlike vendor type to vendor type. That particular item
probably affects all the PWRs for primary water stress

corrosion cracking, yet simlar materials in -- there nay be
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simlar materials with simlar concerns that differ from

vendor type

to vendor type, so | think the mechanisns are

listed in GALL, and | amnot sure if the scope's in there or

not, Sam Did you have the scope changed for |ike Al oy-600

cracki ng fromvendor type to vendor type? From one unit

there i s not

nore

GALL.

that. dear

very much All oy-600 but in another one there is

DR LEE: | amnot sure how we addressed it in

MR, HERMANN:  Ckay.

MR CGRIMES: Well, we will go back and | ook at

ly there are going to be circunstances where we

general i ze sonme of these things and if there are going to be

vendor differences or plant differences, we want to nake

sure that those get called out so that we can know where we

are going to |l ook for departures fromtypical practice.

Yes, M. Bownan?

MR BOAMWAN. Narvi n Bowran,

Constel I ati on Nucl ear agai n.

In looking at this list of reactive prograns, one

thing that strikes ne is that sone of those already receive

substanti al
| ong period
program -- |

i nspection r

attention fromthe residents and have over a
of tinme. For exanple, the erosion corrosion
know | have seen that nunerous tines in the

eports which we're doing on GALL and | ayi ng out

t he Standard Revi ew Pl an.

Have you given thought to | ooking at how are these

exi sting prograns al ready being | ooked at and to what extent

can you use

a particul ar

that in assessing or addressing the adequacy of

i censee's existing prograns?
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MR CGRIMES: M reaction to that is alittle
m xed.

On the one hand, | would |ike to say, yes, we
i ntend on going out broadly and soliciting feedback fromthe
i nspection staff as well, but at the sane tine | know that
we don't want to overburden our inspectors and so to the
extent that we don't want to overburden our inspectors and
so to the extent that we can find an econonmic way to solicit
feedback fromthe Staff, in particular the inspectors, in
terns of what their experience has been, we will attenpt to
do that as well.

W would like the industry to take the first shot
at it interns of trying to collate what you think the
experi ence has been on the relative success of these
prograns and the extent to which they already establish a
stabl e and predictabl e neans to nanage agi ng effects.

MS. COFFIN. Marv, this is sort of a followup to
your conment .

Al t hough these prograns are in place and they are
wor ki ng, that doesn't nean that problens don't cone up and
usually that is an SRP elenent. That's El enment Nunber 10,
Operating Experience, and for exanple for a boric acid
corrosion inspection programwe knew that Calvert had a
problemw th the inplenentation of this programthat led to
a corrosion in the ICl flange, and you guys took corrective
action, and to the extent that we know about significant
problens with inplenentati on of one of these progranms even
t hough the program s basic structure is in place, if you are

going to follow up on a specific plant event to see how t hey
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corrected and accounted for that, sone of that gets back
into inspection space and them gi vi ng us feedback about
where we might want to really concentrate asking questions
about sone of the prograns.

MR GRIMES: Yes?

MR, MENOCAL: Tony Menocal again, Florida Power &
Light. | wanted to ask Stephanie in performng the agi ng
managenent revi ew process and in denonstrating the adequacy
of an existing program do | understand then that really
that denonstration can rely on what your plant specific
experi ence review has shown in terns of whether you have
experienced any nore -- any failures due to erosion
corrosion or basically that is the bottomline is have you
caught the erosion corrosion, the agi ng mechani smearly-on
and any corrections that you have nade to your programto
address any weaknesses, is that what it really is that the
NRC i s | ooking for?

MS. COFFIN. But that is only one of ten el enents
but operating experience is hel pful but not just plant
specific but industry-wi de. You have to consider if
somet hi ng coul d happen at your plant that another plant
experi enced that you have considered that. | think nost
plants do that. That is part of their regular --

MR MENOCAL: Yes, we would do that in addition to
that, but | amthinking in terns of denonstrating the
ef fecti veness of your own program | guess, and how you have
applied it.

| mean many tinmes you find in the industry

probl ens are because maybe there's been a weakness in
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sonmebody el se's programor, you know, there's been sonething
unique to the plant, so that's what really | amasking is
when you go to denonstrate the adequacy of your program can
you go back and really what | think is you are relying on
hey, how effective has your program been at your site, and
does it require any enhancenent? Hopefully it doesn't if
you are inplenenting the programwell.

MS. COFFIN. Do you have a specific question?

MR, MENOCAL: No, that's all right. | think you
have answered it.

MS. COFFIN.  Ckay.

MR GRIMES: The nore difficult guidance for
either the Staff or the applicants is how do you deal with
| ack of experience? How far do you have to go to | ook for
experience or problens in order to say that you have
convi nced yourself that you don't have any applicable
experi ence?

Wien we started on the baffle former barre
bolting or whatever they are called, you know, there was
originally a reluctance to take an action because the
experi ence was foreign experience, so the question about
operating experience gets to be very conplicated when you
say, well what do | do if | haven't experienced sonething
but sonebody el se has? How far do | have to go to | ook?

The general guidance is use your best judgenent.
| don't know that we could say nuch nore than that. For
specific prograns if there is experience that should be
referred to as this is the kind of experience that we

consi der credible, then we should put that in the guidance,
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use it by illustration

Any ot her comments or questions about reactive
prograns? Stephanie, offhand can you think of exanples of
experi ence that was gernane and not germane as you were
goi ng through and doi ng your reviews?

Does anybody have an exanpl e of operating
experience that they think is going too far afield?

MS. COFFIN.  Just for the sake of argunment, ']l
give you one that | got a hard -- | had an argunent about,
steam generator egg crate supports. And these are secondary
structures, and they don't -- and the way that one woul d
read the rule, is that you have to maintai n steam generator
tube integrity, and that's your pressure boundary function
and that you don't necessarily need to go to secondary
support structures.

That's the cascadi ng effect that everybody wants
to stay away from Wat | argued was that in this
particul ar case, you should be considering egg crate
supports because there are a | ot of credible operating
experi ences that erosion/corrosion of the egg crate supports
does occur in some particular types of steam generators.

And so | asked for an agi ng managenent program for
those particular structures. And so that was one where we
argued a little bit about going beyond, was this going
beyond the rule, but cane to a concl usion.

MR GRIMES: M. Bowran?

MR BOMWAN: Marvin Bowman, Constellation Nuclear,
again. | have an exanple of a reactive programthat in our

case, the Alloy 600 program we extended to non-pressure
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boundary conponents, not so nuch froma safety standpoint,
but from an econom ¢ standpoint.

And we extended it to the thermal sleeves on the
safety injection nozzles, the sleeves thenselves, whose
primary function is to protect the nozzles fromthernal
cycl es.

In that case, the agi ng nanagenent program we
westled with, and | think we haven't resolved it yet. But
one thought is that in that case, since typically the sleeve
has to go away conpl etely before you have any concerns for
fatigue | oading on those nozzl es, an acceptabl e agi ng
managenent program nmay be just to wait until you find pieces
of that thernal sleeve in your system

And | think that was the experience in |ate 70s,

early 80s, that brought that issue to the fore at that

poi nt .

But | think that's an exanple of a reactive
program extended. |In our case, we called it a nodified
existing program | think we called it a nodified existing

program even though in nmy nmind, it's nore than enhancenent
that isn't directly a license renewal conmitnent.

There's a fatigue |oading, even though it may be
substantial, you have very few cycles, typically. You have
a cycl e when you go on shutdown cooling, and it's just
hopefully only once a cycle.

MR GRIMES: M. Hernmann?

MR, HERMANN: Yes, | was just going to nention
that there nmay be instances where there are reactive

prograns that tie in with what | will call regul atory-based
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prograns |ike 50.55(a) type prograns.

For instance, there's work going on now and there
has been work in the past at the code devel opi ng acceptance
standards for wall thinning for erosion/corrosion
applications. There was an old code case, N 480, which went
by the waysi de, but there is a new code case where peopl e
have defined a different anal ytical approach for eval uating
wal | thinning.

Now, the scope of what's under the regul atory
program and the safety-rel ated conponents, the scope of
what's in sone of the erosion programs that were of interest
to the plants, a lot of those applications were
bal ance- of - pl ant applications.

Now, whether or not those evaluation criteria
woul d be the sanme for both, is probably one of the reasons
the code hasn't devel oped sone of those things.

So, there are some nuances to this terns of
acceptance criteria and howthey fit in with the prograns.

MR CGRIMES: It's really hard to slice and dice
the prograns and the different parts. They all seemto work
together in a synergy.

Q her comments or questions about reactive
prograns? Yes, Dave?

MR, LOCHBAUM | have anot her exanple. | don't
know t he nunber, but | will try to give you the title.

There was one in '88 or '89 on instrunent error that seemned
like it would fall into the same category of service

MR, GRIMES: Does anybody renenber that?

MS. COFFIN. D d that have to do with noisture
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carryover?

MR, LOCHBAUM Yes. That was part of it, and rust
getting in and bl ocki ng check val ves and whatnot. | think
Ri ver Bend had sone probl ens here recently.

MS. COFFIN.  Yes, okay.

MR GRIMES: As | recall, was there a one-tine
i nspection for instrunent error?

MS. COFFIN.  Actually, nost plants, for their
i nstrunment error, continuously nonitor noisture carryover.
They have air dryers and they check certain paraneters
pretty frequently.

I don't knowif it's an outcone of that particul ar
-- it's got a GL or IN.

MR, LOCHBAUM | thought it was a Generic

Letter.

M5. COFFI N Yes.

MR LOCHBAUM  88-12 cones to mind, but |I'm not
sure. That's a guess, but it was about that tinefrane.

MR GRIMES: Oher comments or questions on the
reactive progran? Geg?

MR GURICAN. Geg GQurican at TM. One thing that
cones to mind with regard to reactive prograns, | think is
perhaps a tine limt to the aging analysis issue, and that's
the Bulletin 88-05, Thernmal Stratification and Striping of
Pressuri zed Surge Lines.

I'"mwondering, with regard to this type of issue,
not only fromthe standpoint of a reactive program but al so

like EQ being a mandated program if you will, and these
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bei ng TLLAs, what is NRC s intent here in terns of how they
are treated within the Iicense renewal application? And
maybe this is the tine for a clarification on the intent of
the GALL report. | understand that the GALL report is
i ntended to eventually wind up with a revised NEI 95-10,
which will give us the guidance on our |icense renewal
applications.

Am | correct there?

MR GRIMES: You're correct to the extent that
GALL will revise the standard review plan, and we woul d
expect correspondi ng changes to NE

MR, GURICAN: Changes to NEI, okay. So you're
using this as internal guidance for acceptance criteria.
was glad to hear that the gui dance docunent is not going to
be i ssued as requirenents as such, and especially with
regard to the ten attributes.

However, if a licensee cones in with their |icense
application and they are addressing certain issues, either
reactive or mandated prograns under tine-limted agi ng
anal yses, how are you -- what is your expectation in terns
of the attributes of what you expect to see?

O is there sone other intent that |'m m ssing
here in ternms of both the GALL report and the SRP for
i cense renewal applications?

DR LEE: | guess that on the GALL report, when we
cone to TLAA there are three options on the TLAA that makes
it kind of interesting.

One is that you can show that TLAA is al ready

adequate for 60 years. The second option is that you ensure
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that the tine limt of the aging analysis has been extended
to 60.

And then the third option is, you going to aging
managenent option. The way we have done it is that if you
are actually going into the agi ng managenent program option
then we'll use the ten elenents.

But we actually do the analysis and say that |
extended the analysis to 60 years, then we do not use the
ten elenents, we actually go |look at your analysis, see if
the analysis is actually valid to 60, or we have to set the
anal ysis already to 60, then we |look into that.

MR GRIMES: | think |I nentioned before that one
thing that | have considered for future rul emaking is since
the first two categories, the tine limt and aging analysis
are currently covered by the inspection activities, that is,
if the analysis already exists or if the analysis is being
revi sed, then we can go inspect those things.

So we're going to concentrate on how are tine
limt and agi ng anal ysis managed? And that's where we
want ed to devel op our experience.

And we're in the throws right now of trying to
establ i sh guidelines on acceptabl e fatigue nanagenent
prograns, and how do fatigue nmanagenent prograns deal with
decision criteria in those areas where there is still some
controversy and debate about how to incorporate
environnental effects on the nunber of fatigue cycles.

That's an issue that's growi ng out of Generic
Safety Issue 190, which was just broached with the Advisory

Conmittee on Reactor Safeguards this past week.
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So, for the purpose of GALL, | would say that
we're going to concentrate on | ooking at managenent prograns
as opposed to what are the attributes or the results.
Because it's the prograns that we're nost interested in that
are going to produce those results.

Q her comments or questions about reactive
prograns?

Does anyone have any exanpl es of other reactive
prograns that should be specifically considered when we're
reviewing GALL? Gve us a head start before you wite them
down | ater.

[ Laught er. ]

MR, GRIMES: Any other questions or conments.

Yes, M. Carey?

MR, CAREY: John Carey fromEPRI. | have a couple
of comments: One, Greg CGurican nmentioned 88-08, and
believe that's thermal stratification, and that's BWR | CS
MRP has a pretty substantial program | ooking at that issue.

| don't believe that thermal stratification in
attached pi ping, unsteady thernal stratification is really
an aging issues, and that's the first point.

They're usually an unantici pated transient.

The second point is related to fatigue and the
i ssue of environnmental effects. The NRCis citing thernal
stratification cracking events as a basis to say that
operating experience is showing that as plants get ol der
there is nore cracking.

| don't think that data is valid, the 13

datapoints. | don't think thermal stratification events,
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cracki ng events, probably don't have any significant
environnental effects or influence on those cracking events.

So | think there is a problemw th respect to
t hat .

MR, GRIMES: Thank you. [|'Il share your views
with those that have to decide how to deal with that issue.
In the nmeantine, we still have to nake judgnments about how
t hese progranms are going to nmanage the agi ng effects.

There is going to continue to be controversy on
what experience is applicable and which isn't, what needs to
be managed and what doesn't.

And | woul d encourage you to point out those
areas, point out those controversies and nake sure that

we're aware that the controversies exist.

Q her comments or questions? Should we nove on to

the next agenda iten? The next agenda itemis going to be
general practice prograns. Chip Vora is going to lead this
di scussi on.

MR, VORA: Thank you Chris, and good afternoon
| adi es and gentlenmen. Now, this norning, we tal ked about
t he exanples of the rehabilitative prograns where the
credits could be given for managi ng effectively, the aging
during the period of renewed |icense.

And this afternoon, we tal ked about the reactive
prograns for which the credits for the existing prograns
actually could be given for the renewed |license
consi derati on.

And what | would like to discuss in this

particul ar segnent of the program is the general practice
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program | have been involved in the aging program since
1982, and ny observation today is that we have over 40 years
of design experience, we have over 25 years of operating
experi ence that includes nany, nmany general practice

progr amns.

We tal k about inspections, surveillance, condition
noni tori ng, mai ntenance, recordkeeping, trending of the
condition indicator paranmeters associated with structures
and conponents.

We do replacenent, refurbishnment; we have genera
nmai nt enance, and we al so do the environnental nodification

So there are many of these prograns which the
pl ant operators have inplenented and could be actually
credited to a general practice program

And the question is how do we put our arns around
this kind of a general practice program which actually have
a good tracker code and we are able to achieve success in
nmai ntai ni ng the safety of the operating nucl ear power plants
and how we can go about giving the credit to these prograns
for managi ng effectively aging during the renewed |icense
peri od.

For follow ng discussions the general practice
prograns are the routine maintenance, industry or equi pnent
vendor reconmended activities and other progranms, and these
are just a few of the exanples that tal k about the
preventi ve mai ntenance, water chem stry control, and crane
i nspection.

Now as a facilitator for our discussion this

aft ernoon on general practice prograns, we are seeking your
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input related to these prograns to share your experience
with us and tell us where the credits for the existing
general practice prograns to nmanage detrinental effects of
agi ng shoul d be recogni zed and al so | et us discuss areas
where existing general practice prograns should be augnent ed
so we all have the confidence that indeed these prograns are
ef fective to nmanage age-rel ated degradation during the
current license period but also for the extended life

consi derati on.

The exanple we cited here, lack of preventive
nmai nt enance, | had the opportunity to work with EPR
techni cal people to devel op sone of the comobn agi ng
term nol ogy in the context of managi ng agi ng, and since we
have sel ected the topic of preventive maintenance | thought
it mght be good for our discussion. The preventive
nmai nt enance action is that it detects, precludes or
mtigates degradation of a functional structure or conponent
to sustain or extend the useful life by controlling
degradation and failures to an acceptable |evel.

There are three types of preventive naintenance
activities. W do the periodic preventive nai ntenance,
predi ctive or planned mai ntenance. In the context of
today' s discussion what we are tal king about in general are
t hose preventive naintenance activities voluntarily
initiated by the licensee to nmaintain equipnment and to | ook
after the I ong-term performance of the passive structures
and conponents and the | ong-termoperability of these
conponent s.

Many of these activities neet the requirenents of
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an agi ng nanagenent program because they were specifically
devel oped to address aging effects, for exanple, corrosion

The preventive nmi ntenance prograns vary w dely
fromplant to plant. |If the Staff expects to review the
i ndi vidual programs on a case by case basis, experience with
Calvert diffs and Cconee indicate that only m nor
nodi fications are required to enhance the programs to neet
the Staff expectations described in the Standard Revi ew Pl an

Anot her exanpl e of preventive nai ntenance woul d be
wat er chemistry control. The objective here is to control
the different water chem stry paraneters including ingress
of corrosive inpurities such as chloride, sulfides and
fluorides. The resulting action would prevent corrosion
danmage to the conponents and structures exposed to the water
in the prinmary secondary component cooling and service water
systems. The program for prinmary and secondary water are
based on the guidelines devel oped by EPRI

The experience with Calvert diffs and Cconee
i ndi cate that continued inplenentation of the EPR
gui del i nes as an el enent of agi ng managenent prograns
i nvol ving water chemi stry provi des reasonabl e assurance
consistent with the current licensing basis for the period
of extended operation

The third exanple we provided is about the
i nspection based on the industry standards for the crane
i nspection. The national consensus on industry standards
provide a tool for inspection and guidelines and practices
useful for managi ng aging in structures and conponents

directly or indirectly, and again experience with Cal vert
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Aiffs and Cconee indicate that continued inplenentation of
the crane inspection process is a part of the overall aging
nmanagenent program provi di ng reasonabl e assurance that aging
effects will be managed consistent with the current
licensing basis for the period of extended operation

These are just three exanpl es of what we cal
actual ly the exanpl es of the general practice program and
as | cited earlier, we are tal king about understandi ng agi ng
and nmanagi ng agi ng through an effective agi ng nanagenent
program whi ch al so i ncl udes what about the wal kdown, what
about nonitoring the operating environnent, what about the
t hose experiences of the 30 or 40 years of people who have
wor ked on structures and conponents to bring this into our
operating progran?

How do we put our arns around and how can we give
the credit to those progranms as a part of the aging
managenent for a new | icense period and how we, the Staff,
can consi der sone of this experience which you have over the
| ast 30 years -- we can factor into the develop of the GALL
report.

| think with this request | would |ike to open the
thing up for discussion. Please give your inputs and ideas.
what about the wal kdown? An individual actually has worked
for 25-30 years on a conponent. Actually he can wal k down,
he can feel it, can actually sense it. You can actually do
t he wal kdown and nonitor the conditions of the cable
term nations at the end where they are collected to
el ectrical equipnent.

VWhat about the nmonitoring of the environnent and
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tenperature and radiati on and how we address those things so
we can manage aging for the current license termfor the
extended life.

So please give us -- share your exanples |ike
t hese, your experience, which we can then eval uate and
consider for part of the GALL report on nanagi ng agi ng
during the renewed |icense period, which will give us the
confidence that these structures and conponents are okay
when you go from40 to 60 years.

Any exanpl es?

[ No response.]

MR GRIMES: Any conments?

MR MENOCAL: Chris?

MR GRIMES: Yes.

MR, MENOCAL: | have a question. This is Tony
Menocal , Florida Power & Light.

In the draft section of the GALL report which
revi ewed which had to do with secondary plant systens there
were some reconmendations for one-tine inspections to

val idate the chenistry control programfor certain systens.

| wanted to get an understanding as to, | believe

it was to address crevice or sone corrosion nmechanism |
don't renmenber exactly which one, but | wanted to have an
understandi ng as to what the basis for that recommendation
is, when it would apply, and why we would need to do that in
light of everything that was said there.

MR PARCZEWSKI: Chris Parczewski from NRR
Mat eri al Engi neering Section.

You are tal king about the crevice corrosion.
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Crevice corrosion is controlled by chloride mainly, so the
fact, in order to control crevice corrosion in stainless
steel you would have to control the concentration of
chloride in water, chloride and secondarily it's oxygen, so
t he program which we reconmended, which we included is to
control those two paraneters in the water, in the primry
wat er where you have stainl ess steel conponents.

MR, MENOCAL: So as long as you are controlling
the paraneters the one-tinme inspection is not sonething that
is required across the board?

MR PARCZEWSKI: Well, as | said, we have
different what we call action |evels, which nmeans action is
dependi ng on the anmount of these inpurities.

If you have a relatively snmall anount you have to
bring it back to the nornmal chenistry. |f, however, it is
consi derably nore, you would have to do nore including shut
down the plant if it really gets into the area where it
endangers the integrity of the boundary control

MR, GRIMES: Stephanie, perhaps you would like to
conment on one-tine inspection.

MS. COFFIN:  What you see in the GALL with respect
to the one-tinme inspections is sonething that we | earned
fromboth Calvert and Cconee, who both proposed one-tine
i nspections. Even though they have a chenmistry control
programthat is in place and is rigorous and has been
working well for a nunber of years, there are in sone
systens they identified portions that nmay be stagnant, may
be sone dead | eg portions where you really cannot rely on

your chenistry controls because they are not continuously

140



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

AN

R
LE

bei ng refreshed or what have you.

In those very specific portions of sone of their
systens they identified a need for one-tinme inspections to
substantiate that their chenmistry control portions work even
in these sonmewhat -- | amnot quite sure what the right word
is -- but in sone of these portions where chenistry controls
may not be what you are actually nonitoring as part of that
pr ogr am

The reason we al so sort of went -- they took an
extra step in their chem stry control programthat because
they had never really docunented, although they have been
taki ng apart val ves and other conponents for years, they
have never actually docunented, hey, | ook the inside of
these internals | ook good so our chemistry controls do work.

I nstead of spending a | ot of resources -- this was their
decision to nake -- a lot of resources to prove the
negative, | think we tal ked about it |ast week at the ACRS
neeting, they decide to go in and do sone sanpling and

| ooking in the places, areas, systens that they thought
woul d be nost susceptible to crevice or pitting and just
take one ook to verify their assunptions.

DR, LEE: This is Sam Lee. This action that they
are calling for you see on the steam and power conversion
system A lot of this is non-code craft piping. This is
carbon steel piping and usually there is not much inspection
going on and this is different than Chris nmentioned. He is
tal ki ng about stainless steel. This is basically carbon
st eel conponents and Stephani e was tal ki ng about, you know,

this systemhas chem stry control. However, you cannot rule
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out corrosion or crevice corrosion and since you are not
bei ng i nspected, this kind of conponents, so the GALL report
identified there might be a need to do sone inspection, to
at least verify that your chemistry control is adequate

MR, MENOCAL: Thank you.

MR GRIMES: | think in a general way there is an
expectation that if you can't denonstrate that you don't
need to manage an agi ng effect but you don't think it's
occurring then a one-tine inspection to verify that an aging
ef fect doesn't need to be nmanaged is a reasonable action to
take. M. Colaianni, did you want to nmake a coment ?

MR CCLAIANNI:  Paul Col ai anni, Duke Power.

My conment basically on this whole area is what |
woul d hope it wouldn't get into is regulating routine
mai ntenance. There's a lot of activities that are done on
equi pnrent that | woul d consider routine mai ntenance things
that are done, perforned, that are considered good practice
by the industry on naintaining equi pnent, but now t hey nay
be seen as indirectly, and | will borrow that word from what
M. Vora has told us, indirectly it nay affect sone agi ng
aspect or sone aging effect related to that equi pnent.

W' re tal ki ng about then introducing regul ation
into al nost every aspect of the plant and | would like to
see sone hold on that sort of creep into the routine
nmai nt enance end of the plant.

That is just a concern | have.

MR GRIMES: Yes, | think that is a genera
concern of all utilities and gets back to to what extent do

the conmitnents on these practices, how far does the
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conmitment have to extend before a regulatory control is

i mposed on a practice, to what extent do we rely on things
l'i ke wal kdowns. | know there's wal kdowns conducted on a
daily basis or a weekly basis or a quarterly basis and do |
have to apply for a license anmendnent if | amgoing to
change the frequency of how often the system engi neer checks
a particular aspect of the plant, so that is an inportant
thing to keep in mnd when we are trying to establish the
programattributes -- to what degree, to what |evel of
detail .

MR, RYCYNA: John Rycyna, Constellation Nucl ear
Services. | wanted to address Tony's coment about one-tine
i nspections, what at Calvert Ciffs we call age rel ated
degradation i nspection prograns, that follow up on what
St ephani e sai d about not spending resources to prove -- when
expected in the future, you' re going to be doing sone work
and doi ng sone inspection and getting actually positive
operati ng experience.

"Il give an exanple of this: for an air system
shortly before we conpl eted the agent managenent review for
the instrunent air system we placed sone piping by safety
related air conpressors, which didn't have dryers installed
in them The interior of the piping was virtually sone
snmall rust -- rust particle specks, essentially. Based on
that, we | ooked at the inside of the instrunent air piping.
It's not corroding. W decided that rather than commtting
to an age rel ated degradation inspection program since we
had seen inside of the piping, that what we considered to be

the worst portion of the system just credit the programto

143



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

AN
N
R
LE

144
check the due point of the systemregularly, keep the air
dryer tank up; and sonme other systens, where we didn't have
that type of positive operating experience, we're comitted
to do the age rel ated degradati on i nspection

What | would recommend, if you're a couple of
years off in subnitting the license renewal application for
a particular plant, is that you take the opportunities when
you' re doi ng nmai ntenance to actually take a | ook at the
i nside of your system docunent positive results you have.
Typically, nuclear plants docunent negative things. So, if
you docunent positive things, you, then, have sonme positive
operating experience you can put on the application

MR, GRIMES: Thank you, very much. M. Hermann?

MR HERMANN:  Yeah, Bob Hermann of the staff. |
guess, you know, sone of these prograns are dependent on
what their application is. For instance, with the water
chem stry prograns, if the water chenistry prograns are
applied to, say, chlorination for controlling -- in a
secondary part of the plant, that may or nmay not have nuch
verification, other than nmaybe the generic letter on flow
bl ockage and a wal k down for -- a wal k down for |eakage, as
part of the Section Ill program where another water
chemistry type programin a plant nmay be sonething that's
the basis for establishing crack growh rates or at |east
lends to a bounding situation for crack growh rates, say,
for a prinmary system

So, | think the answer to these are: it depends
how it's being used and what it's credited for; whether it's

a safety-related application; whether it's sonething in
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bal ance of plant that sonmebody is looking at. It may not be
all that cut and dry, in sone cases.

MR GRIMES: O her coments?

[ No response.]

MR GRIMES: Oher exanples of general practice
prograns that ought to be addressed in GALL?

[ No response.]

MR, GRIMES: Anybody define preventive naintenance
in 25 words or |ess?

[ No response.]

MR, COLAIANNI: O distinguish preventive
mai nt enance fromrouti ne mai nt enance.

MR, GRIMES: Another good question. M. Hernann?

MR HERMANN: | think in Section 11, at |east for
a |l ot of nechanical conponents, in terns of what constitutes
a repair replacenment actively and what constitute a
repl acenent activity -- | nean, a nmintenance activity,
there are definitions in Section 11 for nechanica
conponents, things that are class one, two, and three
conponents, for what's a repair activity and what's a
nmai nt enance activity.

MR, GRIMES: Thank you. O her comments or
guesti ons? M. Bowran?

MR BOMWAN: Marvin Bowran, Constellation Nuclear
again. | think we share M. Colaianni's concern with how
far do we get into draggi ng team nmai ntenance into regul atory
space and, again, depends on how you define regul atory
space. W have sone of the sane concerns. And a couple of

exanples that | can give relate, for exanple, to electrica



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

AN
N
R
LE

146
panel s.

We have lots of electrical panels throughout the
plant that contain internal bl ocks and the causal aging
effects that we've found for many of these was basically
corrosion of the panel or the anchorages and el ectrica
stresses on the ternm nal blocks. And the approach that we
end up taking will depend on how firmy this does get put
into detail, into our FSAR

For exanple, a routine PMwal k around, and it
woul d be easy to do for the system engi neer require no
tagging. They can just open it up and |l ook inside is one
thing. Sort of a task that involves, for exanple, your DC
bus for sone of your nmjor electrical busses that are
personnel safety issues, when you open them up, they have
| ots of concerns. You have -- in sone cases, you are in a
potential dual unit shutdown, depending on what you're doing
and so forth.

Where it becones conplicated to credit an existing
preventive mnai ntenance task, because of the regulatory
burden, instead of crediting a preventive naintenance task,
we would likely create a new task that's unique to |license
renewal space, because it would just be too conplicated to
nmake routine changes or it may becone too conplicated to
nmake routine changes that you can currently nake when you do
a routine preventive naintenance task. So, that would be
the case, for exanple, for sinple panels, where it's a
conplicated activity involving taggi ng and coordi nati on and
so forth. Like for inspecting a major DC bus, that would be

a case where you don't do it very often anyway and woul d be
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inclined to leave that -- continue to credit that activity,
i nstead of creating a whole new activity; put a little bit
nore regulatory constraint on that activity.

But, | share the concern of how far do we get into
regul atory constraint on nai ntenance, on routine
nmai nt enance, in particular.

MR GRIMES: Oher comments about -- concerns
about regulatory comitnment? You know, it's one thing to
say that we want to take credit for perform ng inspection
activities; but then when the regulator starts poking
around, in terns of, well, how do you do it and how often do
you do it and who does it and are they qualified to do it
and how do they know what they're | ooking for, that tends to
di ssuade fol ks from naki ng commtnents to go | ook for
things, doesn't it? But on the other hand, how do you
expect us to defend that that's an effective way to nmanage
aging, if we don't know the answers to sone of those
guestions? M. Bowran?

MR BOMWBN. | don't think it dissuades you from
looking. | think what it does is it persuades you to | ook
twi ce instead of once:once in routine space at a fairly
frequent basis for good nai ntenance reasons; and once at a
fairly infrequent interval for license renewal aging
specific constraints, because nmany tines you' re doing these
preventive mai ntenance tasks for reasons that are not
related to aging, that you' re looking for at all. The PM
task provides the opportunity to | ook. You end up | ooking
twi ce, as opposed to | ooking once.

MR GRIMES: It sounds pretty inefficient. Qher
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conments? O maybe we could say that that sort of falls in
the treatnent -- falls in the area or risk inforning

regul ation by differentiating treatnment for regulatory

control

Yes, a comment ?

MR, M NI KOFF; Tony M ni koff for ERPA & Light. |
had one nore question on the draft GALL report. | believe

it was an auxiliary feed water system and noticed that, |
think, punp IST for the punp casing, | believe the IST
program was referenced there. And | just want clarification
whet her that was just for |ooking for external |eakage, when
you're perform ng the punp test, to give you, again, another
nmeans of nonitoring perfornmance of the equi pnent and | ooki ng

for passive failures.

MR LEE: | think in that case, if you do your IST

test and then you discern perfornmance criteria, you m ght
need to open up your punp and | ook inside to naintenance.
And that's what we neant, | think, that you actually | ook
inside to ook for certain degradati on past your boundary.

MR MNKCOFF: So, if it didn't pass -- you're

sayi ng -- because, | nean, distinguishing active from
passive, normally, | wouldn't associate that test with
passi ve -- performance of the passive equipnent.

MR, LEE: W expect to run you through the IST
problem first, so you have opening up the punp for the --

MR, M N KOFF:  Ckay.

MR, LEE: -- just the perfornmance first and then
by that tine, then you can | ook inside and | ook for passive

boundary degradati on
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MR, M N KOFF:  Ckay.

MR GRIMES: Oher comments or questions? Yes,
sir?

MR SANWARALLA: This is Mansoor Sanwaralla from
Sargent Lundy. The question | have is for Chris. You've
got sonme prograns in the plant, |ike tenperature nonitoring
program and if you decry for the programto extend the life
for sone of these conmponents, how would you go back and
noni tor these prograns? Because, they're not part of a
reactor program They're not part of any degradation
program They'l|l be part of general practice prograns.

But, we do think if we do go back and take credit for these
prograns, under what category woul d these prograns fal
under ?

MR CGRIMES: M general reactionis if you're
going to credit themand we're going to rely on that credit
to denonstrate aging effects, they' re going to becone
regul ated prograns; naybe not by regulation, but at |east
they're going to be incorporated into the |icensing basis.
And several of these coments have expressed concern about
to what extent the comritnent ends up constituting a | evel
of detail that is going to require a change in the |icensing
basis, if you change the practice.

MR, SANWARALLA: | nean, that's where he's going.
If you go back and take credit for sone of these prograns,

t hey now becone regul ated prograns. You're saying that if
you do not it to becone a regulatory program you cannot
take credit for those prograns.

MR GRIMS: Wll, that's the bal ance that we're
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going to try to achieve. Do you need to take credit for it,
in order to denonstrate that you can nmanage the agi ng effect
and to what extent do you not have to rely on particul ar
practices, so that you can avoid having to have a regul atory
control. That's at the heart of this issue, how do you go
far enough, but not too far; what is both necessary for
mai ntai ning a plant condition and sufficient, at the sane
time.

Did you have other questions? her exanples?

MR, VERA: |f sonmebody could do well, actually, on
the one hand, we would like to get the credit for this
program on the other hand, you know, we have a concern
about -- concern about the regulatory program The question
is: how do we balance it; how can you get the credit and
still be not afraid of getting themto be a regul ated
progranf? | think that's a very good question for everybody
to think about, any inputs there.

And what about the nonitoring the environment or
were you tal king about that we do a good record keepi ng
i ntending of this condition, indicate paraneters associated
Wi th structures and conponent? And if we have a good record
keepi ng program which denonstrates that this condition
i ndi cate that paraneters are still in very good shape, as
they were in year 10, 20, 30, 40, and then give us
confidence for 60 years. How do we go about giving credit
for that kind of progran?

| think there are nmany prograns. The question is
that we know good prograns, effective prograns to manage

aging. W like to get the credit about it; but when you
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talk about in the regulatory arena, it becones part of
current licensing, basically. Now, what do we do? | think
that's the question

MR GRIMES: And for this purpose, we want to nake
clear that we're tal king about trying to focus on the extent
to which the existing prograns and practices associated with
the current licensing basis are going to be augnented, so
that the Conmi ssion can conclude that the granting of a
renewed license for a 60-year termis justified, and then to
have the |icensee accountabl e for naintaining that new
licensing basis with its increnmental change. And the
instruction we got fromthe Comission is: and what's the
right increnment; how much nore needs to be recorded,
docunented, and justified, as adequate for nanagi ng agi ng
for the purpose of granting a 60-year |icense?

QO her comments? O her questions?

MR SILVER This is Dominic So from AEP. One of
the main thing is -- after all this discussion, there's
still a question mark in my mind, and that is we discussed
earlier the exanples of in-service inspection, in-service
testing, okay. Those prograns, typically, we are |ooking
for degradation of the equi pnent, okay. So, here we are
trying to determ ne how extent, how nmuch additional we have
to do, in order to denonstrate this aging issue. That is
t he one single biggest question in ny mnd, that is how --

i ke you nmentioned, how extent, how additional do we have to
do? And we certainly hope that may be when the GALL report
cones out, there are certain guidance, in that respect.

MR CGRIMES: Well, that's actually -- that's our
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guestion, too. W would like you to tell us.

[ Laught er. ]

MR SO | nean, if all of us are here, instead of
goi ng around and di scuss sone of the issues, maybe the focus
maybe shoul d be, well, how extent should it be; what
addi ti onal should we be doi ng?

MR CGRIMES: That is the point. That is the
purpose that we will go through in the exercise of asking
you to review and coment on GALL. W've tried to catal ogue
all of the prograns that we think would be relied on to
manage agi ng effects for just some structures and
conponents, in the scope of license renewal, and to identify
the attributes of those prograns and where we don't think
that the prograns are conplete, with respect to nanagi ng
aging. W've identified where our areas of further review
are warranted. W want you to deci de whet her or not you
agree or disagree with that assessnent.

Do you think that the programattributes have been
properly characterized? |Is that an expectation that you, as
a -- those of you who are plant operators and anticipating
seeking license renewal, are you prepared to live up to that
expectation or do you think that expectation has been set
too high or has it been set too | ow, because we haven't
identified areas where those may need to be augnented, to
assure that they're going to effectively nanage agi ng
effects?

MR, SO So, maybe you turn around and describe it
slightly differently. |If we say, periodically, on a regular

basis, we can denonstrate it, there's no degradation of
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certain punps and val ves, and through doing a VT2
exam nation, that we did not see any | eakage of your class
one system so based on that, we have reasonabl e assurance
that our equi pnent are adequate; that it will |ast |onger
than 40 years. So, maybe that's sonething that we woul d
like to see concurrence, in that respect.

MR GRIMES: And | think that describes it very
well. \Where are you going to do the VT2?

MR SO W'Il continue to do the VT2 per the
Section 11 requirenent.

MR GRIMES: Well, that covers pressure boundary
for some stuff. Wnston?

MR LIU  Wnston Liu, license renewal. Wth
regard to the regul ati ons versus a program 10 CFR 5055(a)
enforces IVE, |VEL, as effective inspection prograns.
However, 55(a), also, says, in addition to those
requi renents, we have additional requirement. For exanpl e,
when you use IV, |VEL, we have no problemfor accepting
that. But, we want further, that you need to inspect or
eval uat e conmponents associated with the accessibl e area.
This is an exanple, that, also, we consider |WN |WEL are
ef fective prograns; but we need nore, in addition to that.

MR GRIMES: Jim-- oh, I'msorry, Paul?

MR CCLAIANNI:  Paul Col ai anni, Duke Power. |
just want to nake one additional coment. Basically, what
we found was that there are very -- it's not an activity of
actually formi ng new progranms, in nost cases. It's the
activity of adding new regul atory docunentation to exiting

activity. There are very few things that we found at Cconee
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that we actually needed to institute that we weren't doi ng
before. But, it's adding a regulatory docunentation
framework around existing activities. And that's why we
would Iike to draw the |ine against, because that's what
drives up cost.

MR GRIMES: Yeah. As a matter of fact, John
Rycyna nentioned before that in a nunber of these cases,
it's not so nuch that you change a behavior, in order to
denonstrate agi ng as bei ng managed, as nuch as it is you
create a record. You can nmake -- provide a denonstrable
record that shows how aging i s being managed. And t hat
provides a part of the regulatory basis upon which we
mai ntai n reasonabl e assurance findings. And that's not nuch
di fferent than just the underlying concept of the overal
i nspection program not necessarily the NRC s inspection
program but the inspection programthat plant operators
rely on, in order to have confidence that the machine is
bei ng nmai ntained the way it needs to be nmintai ned.

And sone of those inspection activities constitute
financial conmmitnents that utilities nake. In order to make
sure that their investnent is being naintained properly,
they're going to pay for the privilege of keeping a record
of the condition of the plant, in order to know how to
i nvest their finances. For our purpose, we're tal king about
the investnent of producing a record on how the plant is
bei ng nmai ntained, in order to provide the regulatory basis
for a reasonabl e assurance finding. And | think that there
are very close parallels. Al you' ve go to do is, instead

of thinking about, well, what is it that the NRC wants,



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

AN

R
LE

155
what's that beanie counter upstairs going to denand that |
use to denonstrate that we're going to spend nore noney on a
pl ant mai ntenance activity. There are conparable
noti vati ons.

Q her comments or questions?

[No coment.}

MR GRIMES: Shall we take a break? We'Il break
until -- let's say a quarter after 3:00.

[ Recess. ]

MR GRIMES: It sounds |ike the decibel |evel has
now reached a plateau, where it would be appropriate for us
to reconvene. This is the point on the agenda, where we
identify the general session of participant coments and
guestions. Are there any other comments or questions? Are
there any areas related to this subject that we haven't
covered, that you think we should cover or that we shoul d,
at least, address in the context of devel opi ng feedback on
future i nprovenents for generic aging | essons | earned? M.
Col ai anni ?

MR CCOLAIANNI:  Paul Col ai anni, Duke Power. One
guestion | had, and it nmay be answered -- | haven't seen the
whol e docunent yet or read through it -- but, | would be
interested to know that it's clained that what's in the GALL
report would be, using Duke's term nol ogy, all the potenti al
agi ng effects for a conponent and that the plant specific
applicants could show that sonme of these or all of these nay
not be applicable at that plant; or even that sonme of the
conponents, to which the GALL report addresses, would fal

out of the license node process, because failures of them
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woul d be hypothetical. 1Is that sort of discussion evident
inthe front matter?

MR, GRIMES: Probably not, because we've
concentrated GALL on identifying agi ng managenent prograns
for specific aging effects related to specific conponents or
groups of conponents. As | nentioned before, | want to
enphasi ze that there are other aspects of the standard
review plan that get to questions about scoping or gui dance
to the staff on the treatnment of applicability, intended
function, and that sort of thing. And you can expect that
we will continue to pursue those, as it relates to
responding to specific |icense renewal issues and devel opi ng
gui dance on those questi ons.

Sam you want to add anything to that?

MR, LEE: Yes. The way GALL is set up, we
identify the structures and conponents first. It does not
nmean that every applicant woul d have those structures and
conponents in the scope. But, this is our best guess, based
on looking at the Calvert diffs and Cconee application and
the rule definition of what's the scope. This is our best
guess. (kay.

And another thing is the aging effect. This is
what we feel is reasonable expected to be applicable for
t hose conponents. So, if you see sone aging effect in GALL
report, you don't think it is very applicable; please
conment, okay, otherw se, then, you know, the burden is on
you to testify why it doesn't apply to your plant.

Anot her thing is that the way the GALL report is

structured, it talks about the -- it describes the program
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| guess if Jack Strosneider, he sit here and said this is a

box -- this draws a box around the program so one day when
you |l ook at -- make sure the box is appropriate. |If the box
is drawn too big or too narrow, okay -- for an applicant to

use the GALL report information, they have to say that the
GALL report applies to their plant. |f the box is not
appropriate for your plant, you cannot reference GALL, okay.
And, al so, according to the evaluation part, you
go for an evaluation. And, also, in that area, that
eval uation has to apply to your plant. So, if you see
sonmething in there that, you know, doesn't quite nmake sense
or you have other information they can provide to inprove
t he docunent, please, you know, coment, because that's the
way we can nake these docunent -- you know, that's useful on
both sides. If it conmes in and, you know, nobody fits in

the box in GALL, then we just wasted our tine and resources,

okay.

MR GRIMES: Oher coments or questions? M.
Walters?

MR, WALTERS: Doug Walters, NEI. Just a quick
guestion. |In Chapter 7, | guess, the electrical section

you eval uated EQ and that is a TLAA. Are other TLAAs
eval uated in GALL or was that the only one? Because,
think that's a little unique and that it's, also, an agent
managenent .

MR LEE: Yes. The TLAA in GALL is not treated
the sane way for all TLAAs. Sone of these, we had to go in
t he agent managenent section for EQ You actually see an

agent managenent di scussion and you, also, see sone
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di scussion on the analysis part. And when you cone to like
fatigue, basically, we just say it's TLAA and we ki nd of
wal k away fromthat, okay. Like for contami nant, that's a
TLAA, | think we have nore specific information in GALL,
okay. So, right now, it's not very uniform

MR CCOLAIANNI: This is Paul Colaianni. 1s the
intent to get it uniforn? | nean, eventually, you would
have all TLAAs in the GALL report?

MR LEE: Yes, that's the intent. And, also,
that's -- the problemw th fatigue is because of GSI- 190,
okay. So, we have GSI-190. So the best way is just to step
back and say TLAA, this is due to GSI-190. It will fall
into place; it will fall into place.

MR, COLAIANNI: Well, this is a followup. |
nmean, essentially, you' ve to an unending story for EQ and
GSl-168. W don't know the end result of that, as you
stated in the GALL report. Wy wouldn't you just do the
same thing for fatigue, giving the story as it is today, and
that there is no end point right now, whatever the end point
is?

MR GRIMES: [|'Il take a shot at that. For
GSl - 168, we | ooked at how the programattributes will deal
with emerging i ssues and decision criteria and we felt that
the process provided for a way to treat energing i ssues and
decision criteria. The issue with GSI-190 is whether or not
the decision criteria are appropriate; do they adequately
reflect environnental effects, and that's at the heart of
the controversy about fatigue. And we expect that there

will be simlar questions that come up on other areas, where
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-- if there's any question about the decision criteria
that's going to act on new information as it evol ves, that
woul d be an area that we woul d expect to see sone further
eval uation or sone el aboration of the process description
But, obviously, those are the two that everybody knows
about, because they're both, you know, ongoing research
activities, at this point.

There is a simlar question that involves reactor
vessel s internals, because of the evolutionary state of
i nfornmati on about reactor vessels internals and the ongoi ng
industry initiatives in that area.

Q her comments or questions? Paul ?

MR COLAI ANNI:  Paul, Duke Power. | had a comrent
on sone of the -- just in programdescription. | don't know
if it's widespread, because | didn't read a lot of the
nmechani cal sections; but, specifically, in the ground
conductor section, there are statenents in there that say no
general accepted nethod to nonitor the integrity of the
cabl e ground conductor exists. And then, of course, later
on, you say that you need to, as part of the evaluation
along with indirect neasurenents of ground integrity should
be performed. Wthout any good net hods, what would you
really expect?

MR GRIMES: I'Il put it -- I'"Il turn it around
and put it another way: what is it that you propose to do?

MR, COLAIANNI: Well, it's kind of a npot point
for Oconee, because neasurenents of the ground conductors
were hypothetical. But, let's just say that it was -- |

mean, |'mnot sure -- you know, that doesn't give anybody
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good, that gives you good indication; yet, you' re suppo

's

sed

to find sonething that gives you reasonabl e assurance to

mai ntain the function. That doesn't really hel p anybod

deal with the issue.

anywher e.

It's kind of a circle that doesn'

y to

t go

Is that sort of thing in other areas or does it

j ust happens a coup

MR LEE

e of tinmes in electrical?

| think it's probably electrical

But, the thing is that -- you know, that's why we are

providing this as a

I f you have suggesti

first cut, so we can get your conmme

ons, you know, by all neans.

MR CGRIMES: Yes, but in very general terns

okay.

nts.

woul d say that there are a |l ot of areas where we rely very

heavily on inspection activities defined and then an

eval uati on process

what the appropriate corrective action is.

i ke an Appendi x B process, to evalu

ate

I n those cases,

we can't provide a whole |Iot of guidance where there is very

little experience.

This is

like trying to deal with | ow probab

hi gh consequence events. W have an expectation that

ility,

there's a process by which the plant condition is going to

be nonitored and you may not want us to be too terribly

prescriptive about t

he decision criteria that are used

beyond that. |In many cases, we sinply refer to the dec

i sion

process that's going to nmaintain the |licensing basis and

deci de what the appr
I n ot her

a -- there are well

opriate action is.
areas, |like the vessel materials,

est abl i shed progranms with well

there's
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est abl i shed decision criteria, and that's part of the nature
of the natural variability in sone of it.

Q her comments or questions? Yes?

MR, SANWARALLA: Mansoor Sanwaral la from Sargent
Lundy. Chris, a question | had is: do you go back and ever
say the GALL is being issued, at sone point in tinme? | do
understand that you're trying to work out how you want to

i ssue the GALL, as part of this RP. And after that -- after

the point in tinme, do you still expect to keep revising GALL
or will it be done only one tine after it gets issued?
MR GRIMES: 1'll go back to during the

i ntroductory coments, we referred to the conmtnent that we
nmade to the Conmm ssion on how we're going to proceed with
this activity. At this point, |I'll just say that our
obligation is to produce a generic aging | essons | earned
report and a revised SRP for Conmi ssion approval. That was
what they requested of us. And so, we're going to do that.
We're going to produce a generic aging | essons | earned
report, as best we can, to reflect the consensus opinion, or
at least to highlight those areas of controversy, and
request that the Conm ssion approve it.

But, | would expect that |ike the Standard Revi ew
Plan for the current license, that we would establish a
process by which that gui dance would be revised in the
future. Now whether or not we consciously decide to keep
the GALL report up to date or whether it becones a benchnark
reference and then future changes are sinply referred -- are
rolled into an SRP change process, we haven't decided that

yet. That will be a part of the evolution of the process
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that we rely on after the Conm ssion approves this initial

i ssuance.

3

SANVARALLA:  Thank you.

3

GRIMES: The question in the back of the room
and then --

MR, DYLE: This is Robin Dyle of In Service
Engi neering, again. And | might be asking a question that
ot her peopl e know the answer to and, if so, | -- forgive ne
for repeating sonething. But sonething you said today
raises a question: what is -- or who is the final arbiter
within the staff on the correct answer to how sonething is
adequately handled, as far as an aging issue? And what |'m
tal king about is the license renewal branch versus a
technical branch, if there's an issue related to an
el ectrical conponent, do you rely solely on the expertise of
the electrical branch or the materials branch or whatever?
Is that sonething that is a joint effort? Howis that
resol ved?

MR GRIMES: Actually, | think the best answer to
that question is that we are one NRC for which you deserve
one answer. There's no one individual in the NRC that bears
the whol e responsibility for a decision-naking process. It
gets back to a question that Dave raised earlier about the
appeal s process. Utimtely, when a question goes far
enough, the arbitor is the Commission, and then beyond that,
the courts, because that's the system of governnent that we
operate within. W're only rarely taken to courts on
guestion of procedure or technical matters; but it's not

i nconcei vable. But, this particular issue about credit for
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existing prograns is one that, you know, started at the
staff | evel and worked its way up until the Conmi ssion
becane invol ved and they gave us direction. And that
process generally applies to al nbst everything that we do.

But, the whole answer to that question is that
everyone has a perspective and a contribution to nake to an
agency position. Each of us, as individuals, have opinions
on the nmatter; but, until we wite a position down and take
a position formally on any application or any |icensing
matter, it doesn't really represent an agency position

| knew David wanted to junp in on that one

MR, LOCKBAUM Yes. That sounds great, except
that's not the way it works. | nean, when | subnit a 2.206
and | get my no in however many nonths it takes to send a no
back, | cannot appeal that. | can't appeal it to the
Conmmission. | can't appeal it to the courts. |'ve got to
take the Director's decision; one person telling nme no.
just don't know when. | know what the answer is going to
be.

The sane thing happens with allegations. Wen we
submt an allegation, we get the answer back. [If we

disagree with it, we have absolutely no appeal, except to

the nmedi a and Congress, | nmean, within the agency. So, you
know, that's a great answer. |It's just if that were the way
t hi ngs worked, |I'd be out of business. So --

[ Laught er.]
MR CGRIMES: To get to the specific point, |'mnot
goi ng to argue about what your appeal rights are, and

think that you deserve a clear expectation, just like
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appl i cants and general other stakehol ders deserve, you know,
a process description to how staff decisions are appeal ed.
But, as a -- you know, a very broad explanation, the staff
wor ks issues up through the system Sone rise to the |evel
of inportance that get nmanagenent invol ved; sone get worked
out at the staff level. And we're going to address your
concerns about your appeal rights separately fromlicense
renewal , because it does apply to the overall regulatory
process.

But, in the neantine, our responsibility is to
make sure that the license renewal aspects, you know, fit
into the system as best it can, and we'll resolve the
broader regul atory process questions in parallel with that.

QO her questions or coments? Jack?

MR, GRAY. |'mJack Gay with the New York Power
Authority. |I'mnew to the area of license renewal and |I'm
sure that what |'m about to say has been said by others, who
are know edgeabl e than mysel f. But, |ooking at the
regul ated and reactive prograns, it seens that the bottom
line for all of those is to make sure that the structure
system or conmponent will performits intended function when
it's called upon to do so. And by definition, that includes
what ever adverse effects may occur over a period of tine,

agi ng effects.

So, it would seemto ne there needs to be a fairly

substantial threshold before the NRC does not accept one of
t hose prograns as bei ng adequate for |icense renewal. And
think that for nost, if not all of these, there is NRC

written gui dance on what a substantial -- on what an
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acceptabl e licensee response is or on what the results of an
acceptabl e i nspection should be. So the acceptance criteria
for these different programs shoul d al ready be enunerated
and we shoul d have been eval uated agai nst them So, | would
like to see the Conmission to adopt the very substanti al
thresshold for rejection of any of those prograns or for
asking for nore.

MR CGRIMES: W'Il pass that on to the Conm ssion
It's our expectation that the Commission is going to | ook
hard at the additional requirenments associated with the
license renewal and how those are -- go above and beyond
what the current licensing basis requires. Wether or not
they are able to articulate to you the thresshold that they
use for that decision mght be sonewhat difficult; but,
clearly, we expect a thresshold that constitutes needed for
plant safety in that period of extended operation

Q her comments or questions? Anything at all?

You are either totally satisfied or -- yes?

MR, SIMPSON: |'m Joe Sinpson with Southern
California Edison. 1 got a question about this docunent,
itself. |Is this going to be posted on your Wb site?

MR, GRIMES: Yes, sone day. As you point out,
that's a fairly substantial docunent. Just getting it into
an electronic format and then finding sonmebody that wll
nmake space available for us, it may take |onger rather than
sooner. But, it is nmy intent that eventually GALL will be
accessible on the Wb site.

MR SIMPSON: |Is it possible to get an el ectronic

version of it?
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MR GRIMES: Not right now It was hard enough to
just produce these paper copies for the neeting today. But,
when we do have an el ectronic version available, we'll |et
you know on the Wb site.

Yes, sir?

MR, POLASKI: Fred Pol aski from PECO Energy. To
followon a little bit about what Jack Ray was sayi ng about
the prograns, | think | heard a coment earlier this
nor ni ng, when you were tal ki ng about regul atory prograns,
that those are not agi ng managenent prograns, and a sinlar
conment when you were tal ki ng about reactionary prograns a
little bit. | guess if | take a look at all the prograns
that were nentioned specifically today, and | don't think
you canme close to all the prograns we've got, |'Il contend
that everyone of those is an agi nhg nanagenent program You
may not find those words in the program but they all dea
with aging. And if it wasn't for aging, we would have built
the plants, tested them started running them and nost of
us woul dn't have anything to do, because all you woul d need
is operators.

So, nost of the industry involves around agi ng and
managenent and repair and that kind of stuff. So, | think
every programwe do nanages aging. It nmay not have been
constructed in the format that you think about it today,
froma license renewal viewpoint, but it's there on all of
them And so, | just bring that up, because |'ve heard that
today a little bit and |I've heard it in past discussions
about, well, that programis not an agi ng managenent

program But, | think inreality, if you |l ook at the reason
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for the program it manages aging, and that's true on
everything we do in the power plant.

MR CGRIMES: | agree with you. As a matter of
fact, | agree with everything you've said, as a natter of
fact, and | don't think that we're getting enough credit for
giving credit for existing prograns for nanagi ng agi ng
effects.

[ Laught er. ]

MR CGRIMES: As | said originally, and you need to
be careful about broad generalizations. W started this
exercise, in order to try and find a way to identify the
basi s upon whi ch one can deci de whet her you -- whether
you're in the canp that says that 10 percent or |ess of the
exi sting practices need to be nodified or added to, or
you're in the canp that says the nunber | ooks sonething nore
like 40 percent, and that really gets to how you count
practices and how you count activities.

| would contend that the vast majority of prograns
that are being relied upon for license renewal are existing
prograns and that those progranms manage agi ng effects. The
issue is: do they nmanage them enough; do they manage them
for the right things; do they nanage themfor all of the
effects that they need to nmanage; do they have appropriate
f eedback nechanisns to |l earn and grown and evolve with tine,
as the plant condition ages. That's the question that we're
trying to answer with this exercise. W hope that instead
of argui ng about whether or not credit is being given -- let
me di spel any runors whatsoever at all. Credit will be

given to existing progranms to nanage aging effects. That's
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a definite

The question that we're going to try and respond
to the Conmission is: to what extent to those prograns need
to be augnented, was the termthat the Conm ssion used. And
we're going to have to explain to what extent to the
prograns need to be augnented; to what extent do the
procedures, the practices, and the behavior need to be
changed for the purpose of granting a 60-year |icense. And
we're going to have to articul ate how we cane to that
decision. And we're | ooking to the feedback that you will
provi de us, after you've had an opportunity to pour through

this report in nore detail.

And before | forget it again, | was, also, asked
several side conversations about, well, how do | conment and
when and what are you going to -- how are you going to

decide. W're going to take the feedback fromthis workshop
and what ever conments you choose to offer to us by the tine
that we start taking action and we're going to reflect on
those very broadly, in terms of trying to address the
st akehol der interest and what GALL is attenpting to do.

But, then, next August, we're going to cone out
with a formal docunent and we're going to go through a
formal conmenting process, where specific questions or
specific issues that you want to raise, relative to the
scope of this delta that we're tal king about, wll be
addressed for the Commission. But, in the nmeantinme, this
forum and what ever informal conments that we col |l ect between
now and when we finally publish a version of GALL and the

SRP and the Reg Quide for formal comenting, any feedback
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that you provide in the intervening tinme, we'll attenpt to

i ncorporate in our planning and incorporate in our process,

so that this report has -- addresses as nuch of these
concerns as it can. | can't prom se you, at this point,
we're to resolve all of them but, at least, we'll know what
they are and we'll know how to try to characterize them so

you will better understand where we're coming from

MR, POLASKI: | agree with everything you say.
thi nk what we're | ooking at over the next couple of nonths
is alot of work on both -- on everybody's part. And | said
it to some of nmy colleagues, that if this works right, it
probably could be the best thing that happens to |icense
renewal . |If it doesn't work right, it could be the worst
thing that happens to license renewal. So, you know, it
very well could end up being that we get to the point in
three nonths or six nonths that we're saying the sane thing
and under stand what those words nean and both of us are
noddi ng heads at the sane tine and agreei ng; good shape.

MR GRIMES: Well, | do want to -- | will react to
that, to the extent of we know how to recogni ze success and
failure. W rarely try and design a process that's going to
fail. W would hope that we're going to define a process
that will succeed.

Q her comments or questions? Yes?

MR, DYLE: This is Robin Dyle again. One nore
guestion: relative to risk, and you nentioned earlier about
risk informing regulations, and at the fatigue neeting -- at
the fatigue workshop a few weeks ago, the point was nade

t hat even when one considers environnmental concerns rel ated
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to fatigue, you end up with possibly nore | eaks; however,
the safety inpact is negligible, wouldn't neasure froma
ri sk perspective. Gven that risk regulations are -- the
risk informing of regulations is occurring, that the risk
based i nspection ISl programis being devel oped now in pil ot
pl ant basis and bei ng applied, what degree can risk be used
to address these agi ng managenent issues and have you
factored that in to what you're going to do in the future?

MR, GRIMES: The answer to the first part of your
guestion is: we recognize that we have a | ogi stica
difficulty, because we're going to be trying to coexist in
devel opi ng essentially a determ nistic basis for approaching
agent managenent, at the sanme tinme that the agency is noving
towards risk informng the regulations. So, to that extent,
we expect there's going to be a noving target on the
underlying systemoperability standards, if you will.

And at this point, | would say that we, also,
recogni ze that a part of that process for risk inform ng the
regul ati ons recogni zes the need to maintain defense and
depth and to have a firmfoundation for making risk
decisions. It's conceivable within the future, we nay
conclude that the | ack of inpact on core damage frequency or
the lack of -- or the relative inportance of |eakage
frequenci es don't warrant sonme kind of regulatory control
But, in the neantine, the only indicator that we have about
the effectiveness of a programto do its job is whether or
not there's a performance attribute that goes along with it.
And that's why we attached our decision criteria for fatigue

to the performance indicator associated with | eakage.
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But, there's a lot that we still need to |l earn
about how to do risk informng the regul ati ons properly, and
we're going to try to nmake sure that |icense renewal keeps
up with that. But, in the neantine, we'll concentrate on
trying to use the traditional techniques for judging the
ef fecti veness of agi ng managenent prograns.

Q her comments or questions? Yes, M. Bowran?

VMR BOMAN  Marv Bowran, Constellation Nucl ear
I'd like to reiterate one thing I think has been said a
couple of tines today, relative to -- again, this is al
supposed to be results oriented. And, at present, we have
two rules that both are focused on the sane result: the
nmai ntenance rule and the licensing renewal rule that focuses
on intended functions. Those two have sone differences in
the process and sone differences in tasks and activities to
be performed. Wen this is all over, | would hope that we
could arrive at sonething, which is an integration of those
two, as opposed to an overlaying of those two, that result
i n redundant, duplicative activities that both tend to
acconplish the sane thing. But, if we keep focused on
results intended functions and how agi ng affects those, |
think we'll get there

The other comrent | had was in ternms of how many
prograns are really existing progranms. As you said before,
it depends on how you want to count them But, when | think
about what's a program | | ook at a conbination of function
material, environment, and aging affect. And if | count
progranms fromthat standpoint, there are very few new

prograns for |icense renewal; very few, if any.
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MR, GRIMES: Thank you for that comrent. And |
would tend to agree with you. As a matter of fact, the
ultimate in regulatory coherence will be the regul ation says
keep the plant safe; you don't need any further gui dance.

In the nmeantine, we'll continue to try and clarify the
regul atory standards with a little nore detail than that.

Q her comments or questions? | would, also, like
to point out that we are trying to go through a simlar
exercise with the maintenance rule, in order to ensure that
we' re not duplicating nmaintenance with requirenments, but
actual |y taking advantage of themor reflecting themas part
of the basis upon which you can make judgnents about agi ng
managenment. And we encourage you to hel p us point those
things out, too, in the GALL report.

Q her comments or questions? Qher topic areas
that you'd like to nake sure that we get covered?

[ No response.]

MR CGRIMES: |If there are no other topics to
cover, M. Wilters has indicated that he has sonme parting
t houghts that he'd like to share with us.

MR, WALTERS: Do you nean | get the |ast word,

i nstead of the regul ator?

MR GRIMES: Ch, okay.

[ Laughter.]

MR WALTERS: Well, first of all, | certainly
appreci ate the opportunity to participate today with the
ot her stakeholders. And I think there were sone good
i nsights and the expl anations given, relative to the

approach of GALL.
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| would agree with your statenent, Chris, that the
focus ought to be on program enhancenents; but, |, also,
think that we have danced around the issue of what's the
standard that you apply to determ ne when those enhancenents
are needed. And in that regard, 1'll just nake a few

observati ons.

There's no new aging that -- neaning that there's
no agi ng that occurs only after year 39. | think you, in
fact, even nade that statenent yourself. | think it's,

al so, interesting that, at |east what | heard, was reactive
prograns are generally accepted, because there was a
specific focus or, you know, they did consider age, and,
yet, Part 50 doesn't seemto do that. The exanple of that
is we've heard that ISl is not adequate in sone areas. W
head t hat 50.55(a), even though the statenents of
consi deration says this is okay for renewal, is not
adequate. That's rather interesting that that's an NRC
regul ati on and, yet, sonehowthat's -- to continue that into
the renewal period without sone enhancenent is unacceptable.
| think we should be very cautious about turning
the 10 attributes into requirenents. That certainly was
never the intention of the way we wote themin the gui dance
docunent, the NEI 95-10. And | think, also, as we go
t hrough GALL, picking up on a point that Jack Ray nade, |
think we lost sight of really what we were trying to do in
renewal . | agree that perhaps the focus is on the
enhancenents. But, | think the rule, at least in ny reading
of it, is pretty clear that it's not just managi ng agi ng.

And, yet, that's all we talk about. It's just nanagi ng

173
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aging. |It's managing aging to ensure functionality. That's
what is inportant. And so as we go through GALL, | think we
need to keep those two elenents in front of us; not just
nmanagi ng agi ng, but nmanagi ng the aging to ensure
functionality, which, to nme, neans that you could have agi ng
that results in | eakage, but you still may ensure the
function. And sonehow, we've got to be able to bal ance
that. It can't just be are you nanagi ng the agi ng and
appl ying sone interpretation to what that neans.

| think what's going to be the real success or
failure of this, if those are the right terns to use, is how
all the effort that's put into GALL gets integrated into the
SRP, and | think even to -- 1'd like to acknow edge that at
| east the staff, | think, understands that, as well, in
tal ki ng about the tenplate and so forth.

So, | would challenge all of us and the staff, in
particular, as they go through witing GALL, that just |ike
a license renewal applicant has to nake a denonstration, |
think there's got to be a very well docunented clear basis
for why any enhancenent is needed. And it's got to be --
it's got to be a solid basis, that there is sonething about
the programthat's not sufficient or not adequate and
there's sonething about the aging and the renewal period
t hat sonehow renders that program not satisfactory, and
think that's got to be well docunented and wel |l founded.
And that's a challenge, not only for the staff, | think for
all of us, as we go through our review.

And on that point, | think that we, also, need to

be aware of whether or not the enhancenents that we think
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are needed, and |I'Il make that challenge directly to the
staff in preparing the GALL, whether that enhancenent that's
needed is needed for a technical reason or is it a
procedural reason. WelIl, it didn't neet the 10 attri butes.
Wel |, does that nake it a technical/safety issue or is that
a process issue? And if it's a process issue, then | think
we need to give serious consideration to changing the
process. And | know that's on the long termor on the
hori zon, at least, in the long term

But, all that leads up to what | think is the
i ndustry's expectation in this. | may have to cone back and
revise this after | talk to the industry, but | think, you
know, certainly the industry's expectation is that GALL will
produce results much Iike we have in the GEI S, where we have
category one environnental inpacts that are generically
resolved. The analysis is provided in the GEIS. But for
the Iicense renewal applicant, it's resolved. That's where
the predictability and stability cones into the process.
And then you have category two issues, where you've
identified the delta or the enhancenment or -- you know,
there's sone basis given for why it couldn't be generically
resolved. And that's where we think we ought to end up with
in GALL and that's where we're conmitted to work towards and
we | ook forward to doing that with not only the NRC, but al
t he stakehol ders.

And thanks for the opportunity to nake that
st at erent .

MR, GRIMES: Thank you.

MR, WALTERS: Doug Walters, NEIl.
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MR GRIMES: Dave, do you have any parting
commrents you want to make?
MR LOCKBAUM  No.
MR CGRIMES: kay. |, simlarly, would like to
sum up by thanking all of you for contributing, for
conmenting, for providing us with your views. | do think

that there's a challenge, as Doug said, for us to nove

forward and denonstrate an appropriate level of detail in
t he eval uation of agi ng managenent prograns. | would
contend that, you know, if it were -- if we were perfect,

and God knows we try to be, eventually the |icensing process
will clearly articulate the expectation and it would be --
it would apply all the tinme and everybody would clearly
under stand what the standards are. But, life isn't that

si npl e.

And so, we're going to go through and exerci se and
then we're going to explain this to the Comi ssion, in such
a way that they can nake an inforned deci sion about what the
standard is that we're proposing and why we're proposing it.
I think fromwhat we've seen so far, ny inpression is we
have a real hard tinme justifying doing sone of this stuff on
a cost benefit basis, but you don't have too nmuch difficulty
at all defending having to do it on a basis of sound
engi neering, good practices. And that causes a bit of a
dil enma for us, because we're really down into details here
that can get argued individually and we need to step back
and | ook at themcollectively and then present themto the
public, in a way that makes the regul atory process credible.

And so, it is going to be a large challenge for us to face
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in the future.

I want to encourage you to read the report; | ook
at it with a critical eye, both fromthe standpoint of does
it go far enough or does it go too far. Because, as you
poi nted out previously, the real underlying concern here is
one about whether or not this constitutes conmitnents that
go -- what you believe go above and beyond what you believe
i s necessary; or, in sone cases, it doesn't go far enough
in the opinion of sone people. And we want to understand
both. W want to understand the spectrum of views about
what constitutes an acceptabl e agi ng nanagenent programin
very specific details, because we do believe that aging is
bei ng adequately managed in the existing licensed term And
now, it's a question of making a decision on managi ng agi ng
for an extended term of operation

I noticed with sone interest that in -- | believe
that there's an issue inside NRC today that a news flash
announced that the French have now said that they want their
regulators to establish the standard for extended operation
rather than to continue to license the French facilities on
a cycle by cycle basis or on an annual basis -- | can't
renmenmber which it is. But, the expectation that the
i nternational regulatory comunity is going to establish a
benchnark of how plants are going to be maintained for |ong
term operati on now has becone very, very inportant
internationally. And | think you' re going to see nore and
nore countries noving towards establishing clear
requi renents for extended nucl ear power plant operation

And you have the luxury being on the cutting edge of that
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t echnol ogy.
And with that, | would like to thank all of you
very much for coning. Keep those cards and letters com ng
And we | ook forward to continuing this dialogue in the
future. Thank you, very mnuch.
[ Wher eupon, at 4:05 p.m, the neeting was

concl uded. ]



